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RECORD OF DECISION

The Presidio Trust (Trust) has prepared this Record of Decision (ROD) for the Final Environmental Impact
Satement and Planning Guidelines for New Devel opment and Uses on 23 Acres within the Letterman Complex
(FEIS) at the Presidio of San Francisco. The FEIS isa supplement to the Final General Management Plan
Amendment Environmental Impact Statement for the Presidio. The Presidio Trust (Trust) developed the ROD
in compliance with agency decision-making requirements under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA) asamended (42 U.S.C. 88 4321 et seg.), and NEPA’ simplementing regulations promulgated by the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 C.F.R. 1500 et seq.).

The ROD documents the decision and rationale for selecting a proposed devel opment alternative for the 23-acre
site in compliance with the mandates of the Presidio Trust Act (Trust Act) and as guided by the 1994 Genera
Management Plan Amendment (GMPA). The document is a statement of the decision, alternatives considered,
the nature of public involvement, and mitigating measures developed to avoid or minimize environmental
impacts. Based upon public comments received on the April 1999 Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
Planning Guidelines for New Development and Uses on 23 Acres within the Letterman Complex (DEIS), the
Trust made appropriate changes to the text and in March 2000 released the FEIS. The Trust received comments
on the DEI'S from 163 agencies, private organizations, and private citizens.> The Trust’s responses to the
comments can be found in the second volume of the FEIS. Additional comments have been received on the
FEIS, and responses, as appropriate, are part of and attached to this ROD.

1 Background

The Unique Presidio Ste— The 1,480-acre Presidio of San Francisco is one of the country’s great natural and
historic sites. It possesses an extraordinary combination of natural beauty, ecological diversity and historical
significance. A military garrison for nearly 220 years under three different flags, the Presidio is a National
Historic Landmark within the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA), an extensive national park that
begins where the Pacific Ocean meets the San Francisco Bay. The Presidio is unique within the national park
system. Its natural and historic setting is integrated into 700 devel oped acres with more than 780 buildings and
approximately 6.0 million square feet of building space. Of the total, approximately 500 of the Presidio’s
buildings have historic and cultural significance. Its offices, warehouses, residential areas, more than 1,100
housing units, roads system, utility infrastructure, retail stores, tennis courts, bowling center, theater, swimming
pool, golf course, gymnasiums and other facilities are within a park boundary that itself islocated within an
amalgam of heavily urban and suburban communities. The Presidio’s characteristics make it an exceptional
place for peopleto live, learn, work, and play.

From Military Post to National Park — The Presidio’ s transition from military post to national park began in
1972, when, in the legislation creating the GGNRA (Public Law 92-589), Congress included a provision that
the Presidio would become part of the GGNRA if the military ever declared the base excessto its needs. The
Presidio was designated for closure in 1989; the Presidio’ s long-time occupant, the U.S. Army, transferred the
jurisdiction over the Presidio to the National Park Service (NPS) in 1994. As part of the transition, the NPSin

* Thisincludes asingle organization's electronic form letter that was sent by 100 individuals.

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘ 1



RECORD OF DECISION

July 1994 completed and issued afina General Management Plan Amendment (GMPA) for the Presidio laying
out avision for its future use and management. While NPS's GMPA set out general land use plans for 13
distinct Presidio planning areas involving avaried mix of preservation, rehabilitation, demolition, and new
construction, the GMPA contemplated that more detailed site-specific plans and designs with supplemental
environmental analysis would be prepared during its implementation.

Innovative Approaches and Authorities for the Presidio — Once the plan was created, difficult issues remained
of how to fund the implementation of the plan. NPS recognized that implementing the GMPA would require
innovative approaches and unique authorities to manage those aspects of the GMPA outside of NPS's expertise,
such asleasing, repair, property management, and fund-raising. As Congress debated the creation of a new
managing entity, estimates of costs to implement the GMPA showed the Presidio to be by far the most
expensive park managed by NPS. NPS estimated annual costs at $40 million and capital improvement cost
estimates ranged from $490 million to $741 million. By way of contrast, the annual cost of maintaining

Y ellowstone, the next most expensive park in the national park system, is $20 million. Inview of these
projections, Congress was unwilling to commit the extent of federal monies needed over the long-term to
improve, protect, and maintain the Presidio, but was willing to create an innovative entity that would be charged
with achieving these goals.

Creation of the Presidio Trust and Its Unique Mandate — In 1996, Congress established the Presidio Trust
(Trust) pursuant to the Presidio Trust Act (16 U.S.C. 460bb appendix) (Trust Act). In response to competing
public policy goals, Congress gave the Trust the unique responsibility to reduce and eventualy eliminate the
costs of the Presidio to the federal government while retaining the Presidio within the GGNRA. To achieve
these goals, Congress provided only alimited budget, which would incrementally decrease to zero over 15
years, and provided no appropriated funds targeted for needed capital expendituresto preserve the park
resources. Although it did not provide full funding, Congress granted the Trust a unique set of authoritiesto
accomplish the Trust Act’'sgoals. The Trust has authority to generate and retain revenue and to borrow money
from the U.S. Treasury to finance repair and rehabilitation of the Presidio’ s historic structures, and flexibility in
operating procedures to secure Presidio tenants in an ever-changing environment.

The Presidio Trust is awholly-owned federal government corporation whose purposes are to preserve and
enhance the Presidio as a national park, to ensure that the Presidio becomes financially self-sufficient by 2013
(i.e., generate sufficient revenue without any federal appropriation to fund long-term operating and maintenance
costs and to fund capital reserves for ongoing capital expenditure needs). The Trust assumed administrative
jurisdiction over 80 percent of the Presidio on July 1, 1998, and NPSretains jurisdiction of the coastal aress.
The Trust is managed by a seven-person Board of Directors, on which a Department of Interior representative
serves. The Trust brings to the Presidio diverse experience, including real estate leasing, finance, devel opment
and property management, and will apply this expertise to lease more than 3 million square feet of new and
historic building space and more than 1,100 housing unitsin the Presidio. NPS, in cooperation with the Trust,
provides visitor services and interpretive and educational programs throughout the Presidio.

The GMPA as Master Planning Document — In carrying out the mandates of the Trust Act, the GMPA, finalized
by NPSin 1994, isthe foundational plan that guides the Trust’s planning and decision making. Itsimportance
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isreinforced by both the Trust Act and Trust policy. The Trust Act directs the Presidio Trust to manage the
property under its administrative jurisdiction in accordance with both the purposes of the Act establishing the
GGNRA and in accord with the “ general objectives’ of the GMPA. While the general objectives set forth in
Presidio Trust Board Resolution 99-11 dated March 4, 1999 (General Objectives) are the Act’s required
guideposts, the Trust continues to use the GMPA as the master document to guide its decision making, despite
the fact that changed conditions at times require the Trust to reassess certain of the GMPA'’ s site-specific plans
and programs. In sum, as a matter of law, the Presidio Trust follows the General Objectives of the GMPA, and
as amatter of policy, the Trust uses the GMPA asits principa guide for all planning activities.

The Presidio’ s Letterman Complex — The Letterman Complex, located in the northeast portion of the Presidio,
isin close proximity to the Marina District of the city of San Francisco outside the Lombard Street Gate. It is,
and historically has been, one of the most urbanized locations within the Presidio. Intensive use of the site
began in 1898 with the construction of the original Letterman Hospital, which established this area of the
Presidio asalink to the adjacent city. By 1915, the 23-acre site became home to a portion of the Panama
Pacific International Exposition, and after World War | it was the site of the East L etterman Hospital expansion.
Between 1965 and 1976, as the military planned for a more modern hospital site, the East Hospital at the 23-
acre site was removed to make way for two new and more modern structures, the 451,000-square-foot
Letterman Army Medical Center (LAMC) and the 356,000-square-foot Letterman Army Institute of Research
(LAIR).

Consistent with the intensity of historic use, the L etterman Complex was designated under the Presidio GMPA
as one of the “building and activity cores’ where building demolition and replacement construction would
occur. The complex contains approximately 1.3 million square feet in about 50 buildings. The bulk of that space
is contained in a 23-acre site that includes the non-historic, functionally obsolete LAMC and the non-historic
LAIR, which dominate the area. An additional 158,000 square feet of space are included in the Thoreau Center
for Sustainability, which exists within buildings recently rehabilitated in the historic hospital complex. The

L etterman Complex a so contains surface parking lots, landscaped areas and approximately two miles of
roadways.

The Letterman Complex/Lead Project and Economic Engine — Before Congress could create the new federal
entity (now the Presidio Trust) and with the Presidio buildings and infrastructure in critical need of
rehabilitation and repair, Congress enacted specia legislation giving NPSinterim leasing authority for the

L etterman Complex to begin implementing the GMPA. Recognizing the L etterman Complex as having the
greatest revenue-generation potential for the Presidio, NPS chose to pursue leasing of Letterman facilitiesin
order to generate sufficient revenues early in the GMPA’ simplementation to address the critically deteriorating
condition of other Presidio facilities. 1n 1994, therefore, NPS solicited potential tenants for the L etterman
Complex, and entered into |ease negotiations with the University of Californiaat San Francisco (UCSF) to
occupy the two largest facilities on the site: the hospital and research center. Although NPS ultimately leased a
small portion of the buildings at other parts of the complex, the negotiations with UCSF (and others)
subsequently failed, and what to do with the still vacant hospital and research center facilities on the 23 acres at
the southeast portion of the site became one of the Trust’s early responsihilities following its creation in 1996.
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The Trust has now turned its efforts to the unfinished Letterman Complex implementation. Under the Presidio
Trust Act, the Presidio Trust is considered the successor-in-interest to the NPSfor purposes of compliance with
NEPA. Thus, to the extent that the Trust seeks to implement proposals that previously have been adequately
analyzed under the GMPA EIS, the Trust may rely upon that earlier analysis. Where the Trust’s proposals
depart from the plans previously analyzed under NEPA, however, the Trust undertakes further environmental
review consistent with the requirements of NEPA, the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and other
relevant environmental review laws and executive orders.

The proposed L etterman project is needed to achieve the varied mandates of the Trust Act. The Trust was
considering the new Trust Act mandates when it returned to the implementation of the planning process that the
NPS had started several years earlier for the Letterman Complex. The proposed project isintended to serve as
an economic engine, generating early and significant revenue to pay for capital improvements and historic
building rehabilitation that, in turn, will allow revenue generation at other areas of the Presidio.

To ensure sufficient revenue generation from the Letterman project to meet the self-sufficiency projections as
set forth in the Financial Management Program (FMP) required by Congress, the Trust proposed an offer of
development of 900,000 square feet within a 23-acre site at the Letterman Complex.? This proposal fairly
approximates the density of development currently existing on the 23-acre site, and was largely consistent with
the GMPA’s leasing and financing implementation strategy for the L etterman Complex.

2 Decision

Based upon athorough analysis of the aternatives and their potential environmental consequences,
consideration of all public and agency comments received during the NEPA process, and in consideration of the
mandates of the Presidio Trust Act together with the plan set out in the GMPA, the Trust has determined to
adopt and implement Alternative 5 of the FEIS as the development alternative for the 23-acre site at the
Letterman Complex. Featuresof Alternative 5 are fully described in Section 4.5 of the FEIS.

3 Alternatives Considered

In response to the unique financial, planning, and tenant selection mandates of the Trust Act (see FEIS Section
1.2.1), of key importance to the Trust’s process was to identify alternatives based upon proposals that the
marketplace could actually offer. Building the process of alternative identification around this criterion was
intended to avoid the result of having studied and selected a prospective use for a particular site for which no
tenant could ultimately be found, as was the case when UCSF and others failed to |ease the L etterman facilities
following the GMPA EIS (see FEIS Sections 1.1.7 and 1.2.2). Therefore, the Trust, through a Request for
Qualifications (RFQ) and later Request for Proposals (RFP) for the L etterman Complex, solicited market-based

2 The “Letterman Complex” isidentified in the GMPA as a 60-acre geographic areain the northeast corner of the Presidio consisting of
approximately 50 buildings, both historic and modern. This proposa is for redevel opment on 23 of those 60 acres, and involves only non-
historic structures.
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proposals seeking submitters capable of ground leasing and devel oping 900,000 square feet of new replacement
construction on a 23-acre site within the Letterman Complex. A project of 900,000 square feet was necessary to
achieve the financial expectations of the FMP, and the 23-acre site approximated the density that already

existed and was proposed as a possibility by NPS's L etterman RFQ at this developed site (see FEIS Section
1.2.2).

A summary of the six alternativesis provided in Table 1 of the FEIS. Alternative 6, Minimum Management,
has been included in the analysis to evaluate the impacts of a“no action” alternative as required by NEPA.
Similarly, the Trust hasincluded Alternative 1, the Science and Education Center, to provide a useful baseline
study of the impacts of implementing the GMPA alternative, as updated by current circumstances. Alternatives
2, 3,4, and 5 present arange of real-world alternatives based upon proposals submitted in response to the
Trust’s 1998 RFQ.

3.1 Alternative 1: Science and Education Center (Updated GMPA
Alternative)

This alternative would dedicate the entire 60-acre L etterman Complex to scientific research and education
focusing on issues of human health, including preventive medicine, nutrition, collaborative eastern/western
medicine and health concerns related to the environment. Public participation, information and education about
ongoing activities would be an important component of all research programs. The LAIR would be rehabilitated
and leased for reuse as a research/office facility. The LAMC could be rehabilitated or partly or entirely
removed. Up to 503,000 gross square feet of replacement construction, including infill construction outside the
23-acre site and within the adjacent historic hospital complex, could substitute for LAMC and other buildings
identified for demolition. New construction would occur if existing buildings and improvements could not meet
essential program and management needs.®

3.2 Alternative 2: Sustainable Urban Village

This alternative would create a sustainable village campus on the 23 acres for health care, education, office, and
residential uses, and an inn, organized around a central “commons.” Both the LAMC and LAIR buildings
would be removed and replaced with up to 900,000 gross square feet of new construction to be located only on
the 23-acre site. Institutional facilities would focus on issues related to seniors' health. Educational facilities
would include a culinary institute and a professional graduate institution for eastern medicine. For-profit, high-
tech companies and non-profit organizations would occupy office space. Housing would be leased to students
enrolled at the educational facilities, other persons working in the L etterman Complex, and the general public.
Theinn would provide lodging for Presidio visitors, as well as a conference and retreat facility for adjacent
institutional and health research tenants. Urban agriculture, aquaculture, and a marketplace for selling produce
grown on the 23-acre site would be integrated into the open space.

3.3 Alternative 3: Mixed-Use Development
This alternative would be a mixed-use development on the 23 acres that includes a conference center with
lodging, asenior living center, a culinary institute, and office space for non-profit and for-profit organizations.

% No applicant has come forward to back such an aternative, despite the Trust’s, and previously NPS's, efforts to identify and interest such

an applicant.
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The conference facility would serve as a national and international learning and education center, providing a
wide range of activitiesthat include training programs available to the Presidio community. A 350-room lodge
would support the conference center and be available for Presidio visitors and tenant needs. The senior living
facility would consist of assisted living accommodations and nursing care. Onsite services would provide
convenience shopping, food, and other servicesto Presidio visitors and residents. This alternative would
require the removal of the LAMC and LAIR buildings, which would be replaced with up to 900,000 gross
square feet of new construction on the 23-acre site.

3.4 Alternative 4: Live/Work Village

This alternative would be a mixed-use village of offices, institutions, housing, and support services on the 23-
acre site. The village would include an anchor tenant devoted to Internet media, communications and education,
complemented by avariety of smaller organizations with amix of for-profit and non-profit groups. Presidio
village tenants would focus on conservation, cultural and park issues. The buildings would be clustered around
acentral “green.” Housing would be a key component of this alternative to enhance the village-like setting and
encourage alive/'work community. The village green would serve as a gathering place for informal and planned
public activities. The LAMC and LAIR buildings would be removed and replaced by 900,000 gross square feet
of new construction to be located only on the 23-acre site.

3.5 Alternative 5: Digital Arts Center (Preferred Alternative)

This alternative would serve as a 23-acre office campus occupied primarily by a single institutional user
engaged in research, development and production of digital arts and technologies related to the entertainment
industry. Programs would include a visual effects and digital animation company; an interactive entertainment
provider; and an educational software provider; a movie screen and home-theater visual and sound technology
provider; adeveloper of websites and content provider related to the parent company; and a non-profit
educational foundation. A visual effects archive would be established which would make materials available to
industry researchers, historians, scholars, academicians and other individuals interested in studying the
evolution of visual effects. A museum of visual arts and technology that would be open to the general public
might also be included as an alternative to the archive facility. A digital arts training institute would also be
established that would offer tuition-free intensive training in the field of digital arts to candidates of advanced
study in computer graphics. Educational opportunities would be offered to others aswell. A 7-acre park or
“great lawn” with awater feature would be a significant site feature for park visitors and the center’s
employees. The LAMC and LAIR buildings would be demolished and replaced by 900,000 gross square feet of
new construction on the 23-acre site.

3.6 Alternative 6: No Action

This alternative would call for the Presidio Trust’s management of the 23-acre site in accordance with 1) the
purposes set forth in Section 1 of the Act that established the GGNRA and 2) the General Objectives of the
Presidio GMPA. Programs would be designed to reduce expenditures by the Trust and increase revenues to the
federal government to the maximum extent possible, subject to applicable environmental compliance statutes.
Tenants would be encouraged, but not required, to provide public programs related to the park’s purpose.
LAMC would be “mothballed”; LAIR would be permitted/leased for office and research use without major
rehabilitation. This building would be brought into compliance with federal building codes and regulations
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appropriate to use and occupancy to the extent practicable. Demoalition of other buildings would occur if they
areidentified in the GMPA for demolition and could not be cost-effectively rehabilitated. New construction, if
any, would replace existing structures with others of similar size. Limited site improvements and cultural
landscape rehabilitation would be carried out.

4 ldentification of the Environmentally Preferred Alternative

CEQ regulations require that an agency identify its environmentally preferred alternative or aternatives (40
C.F.R. §1505.2(b)). Identification of the environmentally preferred alternative(s) heed not coincide with the
alternative selected for implementation because the decision to select a particular alternative for implementation
may involve other factors than environmental quality. After considering impacts to each resource topic by
alternative, the Trust has determined that both Alternative 1 (Science and Education Center) and Alternative 2
(Sustainable Urban Village) are environmentally preferred alternatives.

Each of the six alternatives considered involves some environmental impacts that are significant, unavoidable,
and adverse.* Under these circumstances, the identification of the environmentally preferred aternative
requires a complex balancing of one environmental impact against other differing environmental effects. Here,
each alternative has an unavoidable adverse effect on the cultural resources of the Presidio and on short-term
noise impacts. Alternative 2 isthe only alternative limited to these two impacts, and for that reason it isthe
alternative with the least unavoidable adverse environmental effects. On numbers of effects alone, therefore,
the Trust has identified Alternative 2 as an environmentally preferred aternative.

An analysis based purely on numbers of effects may be informative, but it is not the only method to evaluate
what may be environmentally preferable under these circumstances. Another means of evaluationisto
emphasize the value of certain environmental factors over others. Here, where the Presidio was preserved asa
park in part because of the importance of preserving its cultural and historic resources, it is possible to weight
the potential impact on the cultural resources more heavily than other environmental effects. Alternative 1
arguably has the most significant unavoidable adverse environmental effects because it involves unmitigated
effects on the cultural and visual resource due to the retention of LAIR, and on long-term air quality and short-
term noiseimpacts. Alternative 1, however, also has a potentially offsetting beneficial effect on the cultural
resource through the removal of LAMC and replacement asinfill construction elsewhere within the 60-acre
complex. By allowing for new infill buildings to be constructed around the adjacent historic hospital,
Alternative 1, although it has a number of other adverse and unavoidable environmental effects, has the
potential to restore the historic pattern of development and would therefore have a potentially beneficial effect
on the historic setting within the L etterman Complex.

Because Alternative 1 isthe only alternative that would provide for compatible infill construction outside the 23
acresto reinforce the historic pattern of development, it has been identified as the aternative that has the

4 All six dternatives have an unavoidable adverse effect on cultural resources and on short-term noise. Alternatives 3 and 5 have an
unavoidable adverse effect on housing. Alternatives 1 and 6 have unavoidable adverse effects on visual resources, and Alternatives 1 and 4

have unavoidable effectson air quality.
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potential to best protect and enhance cultural resources within the complex. While environmentally preferable
for this reason, Alternative 1 is not consistent with the financial mandates of the Trust Act because thereisno
market proposal to implement this alternative. Despite the earlier NPS efforts and the more recent ones of the
Trust to identify and interest a potential medical research tenant, none have emerged.

5 Reasons for the Decision

The Trust has selected the alternative that, in its judgment, best fulfills the purpose and need outlined in Section
1 of the FEIS, including the specific goals for the project (see FEIS Section 1.3). The project’s purpose and
need reflect two overarching objectives: to fulfill the mission of the Presidio as a park while at the same time
supporting the Presidio’ sfinancial self-sufficiency. The decision to select Alternative 5 for implementation is
based upon having considered all of the following factors independently and selecting the alternative that
collectively best satisfies al of the various concerns.

5.1 Consistency with General Objectives and Contribution to GMPA
Programs

In comparison to the other alternatives, Alternative 5 provides a development proposal that best serves Presidio
themes with its focus on fostering creative arts and education, research and innovation, scientific discovery,
community service, and public outreach. Consistent with both the GMPA and its General Objectives as
determined by the Trust, Alternative 5 enhances the scenic resources of the Presidio by removal of both the
LAMC and LAIR buildings, modern structures that block view corridors and are architecturally non-distinctive
and clash with their surroundings. Furthermore, of al the action alternatives, Alternative 5 is most consistent
with and fairly approximates the development envisioned in the GMPA, because it retains the site for science
and research purposes primarily by a single institutional user or collaborative group of users devoted to
innovative research and development. Alternative 5 also fairly approximates the GMPA in its public access
aspects, the extent of open space (actually increasing unpaved open space), in its enhancement of visitor
services and amenities, and in the absence of a housing component. Furthermore, of all the proponent-
supported alternatives, Alternative 5 provides strong support for park interpretive programs using its own
innovative technology and techniques to enhance the national park visitor experience.

5.2 Revenue Generation and Financial Capability

Alternative 5 is on par with Alternatives 2 through 4 in terms of revenue generation and financing capability.
The proponents of Alternative 5 are fully capable of meeting the revenue generation requirements established

by the FMP, and will provide their own internal financing for the project. Furthermore, in amore speculative
project, asin Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, the devel oper must often secure tenants before financing can be assured,
creating an element of initial uncertainty for the Trust regarding whether the proposal will in the end support the
Presidio’ sfinancia self-sufficiency goal. The revenue generation goal and financing capability could not be
achieved under Alternative 6 (no action) or Alternative 1. Attempts by NPS to implement Alternative 1 under
the authority of special interim legislation before the Trust was created failed because no market-based user was
capable or willing to implement the proposal.
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5.3 Desired User or Tenant

A unique strength of Alternative 5 isthat the improvements will be occupied primarily by aknown
collaborative group of users. The proposal isthe only one of the four action alternatives where the proponent
will also be the primary user and occupant of the premises. The other proponent-based alternatives each
involved speculative uses, making the full tenancy of the project dependent upon who the developer can
ultimately attract. For Alternative 5, where the primary users are known, the Trust is best able to assessthe
user/owners compatibility with the Presidio’s mission and programmatic goals.

5.4 Development Concept and Design

Alternative 5, unlike the other proponent-supported aternatives, offers a signature development unique in the
Presidio and the world because of its cutting edge focus on film and innovative development of digital arts and
technology. The strength of its programmatic concept is bolstered by a strong site design concept, including a
new 7-acre park (“Great Lawn”). The alternative’s proposed design reflects the historic Letterman patterns of
development with long rectilinear buildings interconnected by galleries. Thisoverall site design is appropriate
and responsive to the historic character of the Presidio, and will serve ultimately to enhance the Presidio’s
cultural landscape. Through application of the Planning and Design Guidelines, there is opportunity to
strengthen the design to be more compatible with the National Historic Landmark setting (see mitigation
measure CR-1, Planning and Design Guidelines in Attachment 1).

5.5 Environmental Sustainability

As compared to the other aternatives, Alternative 5 and Alternative 2 both stand out among other proposals as
having highly creative and ambitious environmentally sustainable designs and operational programs (e.g., waste
reduction, water conservation, energy conservation, and sustainable building practices). Alternative 5 is further
distinguished because its proponents have a proven track record in sustainable design and environmentally
friendly building practices (e.g., Skywalker Ranch in Marin County).

5.6 Facilities Considerations

Because Alternative 5 has the fewest buildings, the fewest tenant organizations, and will involve only 12
occupied hours of use per day, it is more advantageous than the other proponent-supported proposals in terms of
the demand for facilities services such as refuse, police, fire/rescue, and utility maintenance services.
Comparatively, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, which involve housing and other 24-hour-a-day uses, require increased
demands on Presidio utilities, public safety, and communi cations needs.

5.7 Enhancement for Achieving Presidio Goals (Outreach Plan)

The Alternative 5 proponents also offered a comprehensive outreach and education program that was
considered appropriate to the Presidio asapark. Alternative 5 includes an archive of visua effects open to
historians and scholars that will enhance the Presidio community by bringing artists, technicians, craftspeople,
engineers, researchers and business people to the Presidio. A museum of visual arts and technology that would
be open to the public might also be included as an alternative to the archive facility. It includes an Advanced
Digital Training Institute that would offer advanced study in computer graphics. An internship program would
provide educational opportunitiesto college students, and the Vision Quest Program would bring local
schoolchildren to the site to learn about career opportunities. A public café and coffee bar would serve park
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visitors, and the Great Lawn would be a public amenity increasing the open space component of the site. The
proponent organizations offered to continue at the Presidio atradition of community service in part by
providing a strong interpretive program using their own innovative technology and techniques to enhance the
national park visitor experience.

5.8 Market Impact

In selecting among the aternatives, the Trust considered the potential market impacts of the use of the 23-acre
L etterman site on the remainder of the Presidio. The Trust compared each alternative proposal to thereal estate
already existing at the Presidio in order to identify how each aternative either complements or competes with
other Presidio projects. Alternative 5, as compared to other alternatives, offers the greatest opportunity to create
synergistic effects with other Presidio leasing efforts. The other three proponent-supported alternatives all have
the possibility of having some adverse effect on the leasing efforts for other existing Presidio buildings.
Alternative 2 competes with residential, office, and hotel/conference center uses at the Presidio. Alternative 3
competes with office and hotel/conference center uses, and Alternative 4 competes with residential and office
uses. By comparison, Alternative 5 supports leasing efforts for other Presidio buildings by providing a tenant
base for housing and a market base for retail/service uses, and attracts complementary office usersin the areas
of arts, education, research, and entertainment.

5.9 Environmental Consequences

In addition to other factors, the Trust has compared the environmental impacts of Alternative 5 against the other
alternatives. A concise descriptive summary of these impactsin comparative form is provided in Table 11 of
the FEIS. Each dternative hasits own unique mix of unavoidable adverse effects, and the Trust recognizes that
implementation of Alternative 5 would have unavoidable adverse effects on any unmet housing demand (given
the shortage of housing, including affordable housing, in the City of San Francisco), cultural resources (adverse
effects on the cultural landscape within the remainder of the 60-acre complex because no infill devel opment
would occur in that ared), and short-term noise impacts (to occupants and passive recreational users within the
60-acre complex).

The Trust has determined that, when balanced with economic and other considerations, the environmental
impacts of Alternative 5 to surrounding users and to the city are acceptable. This determination is made in light
of the Trust’s plan, presented below, to carry out mitigation measures and to undertake additional Presidio-wide
comprehensive implementation planning. Focused implementation planning will ensure that follow-on projects
throughout the Presidio are carried out based upon an evaluation of various devel opment options as the
implementation of the 23-acre project within the Letterman Complex proceeds.

5.10Input from Local Community

The weight of public opinion and comment expressing a preference among the alternatives favored Alternative
5 over any of the other action alternatives. Among the reasons given were the possibilities presented by
Alternative 5 for building not only alocal community of artists but also for becoming a world-wide center for
innovative creative expression, interactive entertainment, and global exchange. Public opinion also favored the
proponents’ site plan and commitment to community service, leadership in arts and education, emphasis on

10 LETTERMAN cC O M P L E X



RECORD OF DECISION

research and design, and past record of environmental stewardship. In addition, the public favorably noted the
site plan with its commitment to the 7-acre Great Lawn as open space park area.

6 Measuresto Minimize Potential Adverse Environmental | mpacts

All practicable mitigation measures identified in the FEIS to avoid or minimize environmental impacts that
could result from implementation of the selected alternative will be incorporated into the project. These
mitigation measures are discussed in greater detail in Section 4 and Appendix A of the FEIS. As part of the
decision to implement Alternative 5, the Trust is adopting a Monitoring and Enforcement Program (MEP) to
monitor actual impacts once the project is begun. The MEP provides for the implementation of the mitigation
measures as proposed in the FEIS. The MEP describes the actions that must take place as a part of each
measure, the timing of these actions, who is responsible for implementation, and the agency responsible for
enforcing each action. It has been formatted as atable, and is appended to this ROD as Attachment 1, with the
following information:

Impact — Identified in Table 11 and Appendix A of the FEIS;

Mitigation Measures — Taken directly from Section 4.7 of the FEIS;

Reporting Stage and Responsihility — Applicable milestone or phase and agency/individual who will carry
out mitigation measures;

Responsihility for Compliance — Agency/individual who will ensure that the mitigation measures are
accomplished;

Method of Implementation—How actionswill be implemented;
Enforcement — How implementation of actionswill be enforced; and
Checkoff — Verification of implementation.

For most of the measures identified in the MEP, the Presidio Trust has ultimate control over and responsibility
for their implementation. Therefore, the Presidio Trust Project Manager for the Letterman Complex isthe
assigned chief monitor. If ultimate control over the implementation of a specific mitigation residesin another
agency, the Project Manager will oversee the implementation of a process to ensure coordination with these
other agencies and entities in monitoring and enforcement. The Project Manager will track the overall progress
of each action, and will make available to the public the results of relevant monitoring upon request.

7 Public Involvement

Extensive public comment has been requested, considered, and incorporated by the Trust throughout the
planning process. The Trust, both on its own and through the GGNRA Citizens Advisory Commission, held
fifteen public meetings and workshops in connection with the Letterman Complex. These included two
workshops to solicit the public's input regarding appropriate uses for the L etterman Complex prior to the Trust's
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receipt of any proposals for the site. In anticipation of the preparation of the DEIS, the Trust held apublic
meeting to elicit comments regarding the scoping of environmental issues requiring further analysis. The Trust
also held a public board meeting and hosted two workshops at which the four short-listed respondents from the
RFP presented their detailed proposals. Upon its release, the Trust presented the DEIS to the GGNRA Citizens
Advisory Commission and held a public meeting to present an overview of the document. The Trust
subsequently held a number of public hearings to receive public comment on the DEIS. After its announcement
of apreferred aternative, the Trust extended the public comment period for an additional 45 days. Nearly
1,500 people provided input in public meetings sponsored by the Trust related to the proposed project, and the
Trust received more than 300 letters regarding reuse of the Letterman Complex. In addition to the L etterman
Complex public meetings and workshops that the Trust hosted, the Trust made presentations at meetings
independently sponsored by various neighborhood and community groups, including San Francisco Planning
and Urban Research Association (SPUR) and Neighborhood Associations for Presidio Planning (NAPP).
Finally, the Trust acceded to requests to delay any actions or afinal decision on the Letterman Complex by at
least 30 days beyond the 30-day no action period to make additional time available to the public to review the
Fina EIS.

A more complete description of the history of public involvement throughout the planning process for the 23-
acre Letterman project is set forth in Section 5.1 of the FEIS.

8 Response to Comments on the FEIS

During the extended review period for the FEIS that ended May 18, 2000, a number of parties submitted written
comments. All issues raised by comments received during the review period have been carefully considered by
the Presidio Trust. The comments received raised no new issues that require modification of the proposed
action. Responses to these comments are provided in Attachment 2 (Report Accompanying the ROD). Minor
text changes and factual corrections in response to the comments are provided in Attachment 3 (Errata Sheet).

9 Conclusion

In accordance with the provisions of NEPA, the Trust has considered all of the information in the FEIS and the
complete record, including all public comments received. All of the above factors and considerations warrant
selection of Alternative 5: the Digital Arts Center, identified as the proposed action in the FEIS, asthe
development proposal for implementation on the 23-acre site within the Letterman Complex at the Presidio of
San Francisco. The EPA published a Notice of Availability of the FEISin the Federal Register on March 17,
2000 (65 FR 14558). A 30-day no action period ended on April 17, 2000, but was extended 30 days by the
Trust (see Enclosure 1 to Attachment 2). This decision will become effective immediately.

Thisfinal decision will enable the Trust to move forward to implement the selected proposal. Before any onsite
demolition or construction activity begins, however, implementation involves a complex preparatory
development process which includes: 1) negotiation of a development agreement that establishes conditions to
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the parties' obligation to enter into along-term lease agreement and that addresses matters including
deconstruction, demolition, abatement of hazardous materials, necessary permits and approvals, and other onsite
preparation issues; 2) negotiation of aground lease that establishes appropriate terms and conditions for the
long-term use of the site; 3) performance of preliminary site investigation work such as due diligence
investigations for environmental, archeological, and other site-related matters; 4) securing any necessary
permits and approvals; 5) soliciting through competitive contracting procedures demolition and construction
contractors and negotiation of applicable contract terms; 6) preparing architectural design documents and
seeking public and historic preservation agency input.

For further information concerning this decision, contact John Pelka, NEPA Compliance Coordinator, at (415)
561-5300, or at The Presidio Trust, 34 Graham Street, P.O. Box 29052, San Francisco, CA 94129-0052.

Dated: May 24, 2000

APPROVED: DATE:
James Meadows
Executive Director, Presidio Trust
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ATTACHMENT 1
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

IMPACT

Geology and Earthquakes

Impact due to
Known and/or
Anticipated
Geologic/
Seismic Hazards
(Mitigated by
GE-1)

REPORTING RESPONSIBILITY
STAGE FOR METHOD OF

MITIGATION MEASURE (RESPONSIBILITY) COMPLIANCE IMPLEMENTATION

GE-1. Seismic Hazard Evaluation — Replacement construction Schematic Design Presidio Trust Presidio Trust

shall be allowed to proceed only when the nature and severity of ~ Submittal Project Manager in  Compliance

the seismic hazards at the site have been evaluated in a (Letterman Coordination with  Process®

geotechnica report and appropriate structural and design Complex Tenant) Presidio Trust

measures have been incorporated into the new construction. A Environmental

registered civil engineer or certified engineering geologist having Remediation

competence in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and Manager

mitigation shall prepare the geotechnical report. The
geotechnical report shall contain site-specific evaluations of the
seismic hazard affecting the project, and shall identify any
portions of the project site containing seismic hazards. The
report shall also identify any known offsite seismic hazards that
could adversely affect the site in the event of an earthquake. The
contents of the geotechnical report shall include, but not be
limited to, the following:

Project description.

A description of the geologic and geotechnical conditions at
the site, including an appropriate site location map.

Evaluation of site-specific seismic hazards based on
geological, geotechnical and soils conditions, in accordance
with current standards of practice.

Recommendations for appropriate mitigation measures, such
as standard structural engineering techniques for foundations
and building structural features, that are consistent with
established practice and that will reduce seismic risk to
acceptable levels.

1 Asdiscussed in the Presidio Trust’sPresidio Tenant Handbook.

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘
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ATTACHMENT
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT

Water Quality

Impact on Water
Quality within
Crissy Field and
San Francisco
Bay (Mitigated
by WQ-1)

MITIGATION MEASURE

Investigation of and integration of soils factorsinto
engineering strengths of existing foundations and structural
systems, in accordance with current standards of practice, if
existing structures are considered for reuse.

Name of report preparer(s), and signature(s) of a certified
engineering geologist and/or registered civil engineer having
competence in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and
mitigation.

The Presidio Trust shall independently review the geotechnical
report to determine the adequacy of the hazard evaluation and
proposed mitigation measures. A certified engineering geologist
or registered civil engineer having competence in the field of
seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation shall conduct such
reviews.

WQ-1. Implementation of Best Management Practices— The
L etterman Complex tenant shall incorporate structural and
operational best management practices (BMPs) and specific
design criteria based upon the California Best Management
Practices Handbooks into the project design during the
preparation of plans and specifications. Structural BMPs shall
include improvements to address runoff, existing and proposed
parking areas, oil and grease traps in catchbasins, infiltration
systems, storm water detention basins, dry wellg/cisterns, and
bicfilters. Operational BMPs to be implemented shall include
erosion control; structural maintenance; pipeline maintenance;
pavement cleaning; landscape chemical management;
stormwater monitoring; education and training; and tenant
controls.

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

Schematic Design
Submittal
(Letterman
Complex Tenant)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Utility Manager

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

ENFORCEMENT

Incorporate into
Presidio Trust
Water Supply
Management
Program

Require
Applicable
Measures as
Building Permit
Conditions

CHECKOFF
DATE/INITIALS



ATTACHMENT
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT

Solid Waste

Impact of
Disposal of
Demalition
Debris Offsite
(Mitigated by
SW-1)

MITIGATION MEASURE

SW-1. Waste Reduction Goals— The Presidio Trust shall divert
at least 50 percent of the waste stream due to demolition within
the Letterman Complex from landfill sites by salvage and reuse
in order to promote and demonstrate conservation practicesin
waste reduction and recycling.

Water Supply and Distribution

Cumulative
Impact of Water
Consumption on
Available Water
(Mitigated by
WS-1, WS-23,
WS-2b and
WS-3)

WS-1. Fire Flows— The Letterman Complex tenant shall
implement one or more of the following actions: fix specific
deficiencies in the onsite water distribution system to provide
required fire flow (and duration of flow); install onsite hydrants
according to the Uniform Fire Code; use sprinkler systems
within buildings, and if necessary, use resistive construction.

WS-2a. Water Supply-Side Solutions to Reduce Cumulative
Impacts — The Presidio Trust, in cooperation with its tenants,
shall implement the following supply-side solutions to mitigate

potentia shortfalls from the Presidio water supply:2

Install water meters and develop marginal cost pricing
incentives Presidio-wide for use of water beyond projected
use dlocations (potential water savings: 10,000 gallons per

day (gpd));

Install low-flow toilet and shower fixtures, as well as faucet
aerators to reduce water consumption during sink use
(potential water savings. 20,000 gpd);

Optimize irrigation through dawn/dusk water schedules,
selection of drought-tolerant plants where appropriate, drip
systems, automated irrigation controls, etc. (potential water
savings: 80,000 gpd); and

2 The numbers for water savi ngsin parentheses are Presidio-wide estimates.

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

1-3

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

During Demoalition
Phase (Presidio
Trust)

Schematic Design
Submittal
(Letterman
Complex Tenant)

Schematic Design
Submittals (Presidio
Trust/Presidio
Tenants)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Utility Manager

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Fire
Department
Inspector

Presidio Trust
Project Managers
in Coordination
with Presidio Trust
Utility Manager
and Tenants

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process
and Presidio Trust
Water Supply
Management
Program

ENFORCEMENT

Require as
Demolition
Permit
Condition

Require as
Building Permit
Condition

Incorporate into
Presidio Trust
Water Supply
Management
Program

Require
Applicable
Measures as
Building Permit
Conditions

CHECKOFF
DATE/INITIALS



ATTACHMENT
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE

Provide comprehensive water conservation education to all
Presidio tenants and residents (potential water savings: 10,000

gpd).

WS-2b. Water Demand-Sde Solutions to Reduce Cumulative
Impacts — The Presidio Trust shall implement the following
demand-side solution to mitigate potentia shortfalls from the

Presidio water supply.2

Reduce water demand from Lobos Creek by securing an
aternate water supply source, such as the use of reclaimed
water from the Presidio’ s water reclamation system (see
mitigation measure WT-1, Water Reclamation Plant to
Reduce Cumulative Impacts, below) for Presidio irrigation
purposes (potential water savings: 200,000 gpd), purchased
water, onsite well water, or by exchange of underground
water from other sources (subject to additional environmental
analysis and agency review).

WS-3. Instream Flow Monitoring to Reduce Cumulative
Impacts — To monitor the need for additional water conservation
programs and for securing additional water supply, the Presidio
Trust shall establish an instream flow monitoring system capable
of communicating real time data directly to the water treatment
plant to ensure that Lobos Creek flow levels are consistently
maintai ned.

2 The numbers for water savi ngsin parenthesis are Presidio—wide estimates.

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

1-4

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

Concurrent with
Development of the
23-Acre Site
(Presidio Trust)

Concurrent with
Development of the
23-Acre Site
(Presidio Trust)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Utility Manager

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Utility Manager

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Water Supply
Management
Program

Presidio Trust
Water Supply
Management
Program

ENFORCEMENT

Incorporate into
Presidio Trust
Water Supply
Management
Program

Incorporate into
Presidio Trust
Water Supply
Management
Program

CHECKOFF
DATE/INITIALS



ATTACHMENT
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal

Impact on the
City's
Wastewater
Treatment and
Disposal System
dueto Park-
Wide
Development
(Mitigated by
WT-1)

WT-1. Water Reclamation Plant to Reduce Cumulative

Impacts — As appropriate or necessary to reduce cumulative
impacts, the Presidio Trust shall develop awater reclamation
plant capable of reclaiming and treating a minimum of 200,000
gpd of sanitary sewage extracted from the Presidio main sewer
line. The reclaimed water shall be made available to supply
irrigation water for use in the Presidio and to lower the volume
of wastewater discharged to the city’s combined sewer system.
The water reclamation plant shall comply with the water quality
criteria, treatment processes, treatment reliability, monitoring
and reporting, and restrictions for use of reclaimed water
established by the California Department of Health Servicesin
Title 22, Division 4 (Environmental Health) of the California
Administrative Code. These criteria shall be enforced by the
Cdlifornia Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Francisco
Bay Region) to ensure that the reclamation plant is safe, reliable,
and protective of public health. An engineering report prepared
by a properly qudified engineer registered in Californiaand
experienced in the field of wastewater treatment, and containing
adescription of the design of the reclamation system shall be
filed with the California Regional Water Quality Control Board.
The report shall clearly indicate the means for compliance with
the environmental health regulations and shall be integrated with
environmental analysis and related studies to satisfy NEPA
requirements. The report shall also contain a contingency plan to
ensure that no untreated or inadequately treated wastewater will
be delivered to proposed use areas.

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

Concurrent with
Development of the
23-Acre Site
(Presidio Trust)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Utility Manager

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Water Supply
Management
Program

ENFORCEMENT

Incorporate into
Presidio Trust
Water Supply
Management
Program
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DATE/INITIALS



ATTACHMENT
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE

Traffic and Transportation Systems

Impact of
Additional
Traffic Volumes
on Locd
Transportation
Network
(Mitigated by
TR-1, TR-2,
TR-3, TR-6, TR-
7 and TR-8a
and b)

TR-1. Lyon Street/Richardson Avenue/Gorgas Avenue

Inter section Improvements — Concurrent with the devel opment of
the 23-acre site, the Presidio Trust shall coordinate with Caltrans,
the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF), and the L etterman
Complex tenant to reconfigure the intersection to provide left
turns from Richardson Avenue to Gorgas Avenue and Ieft turns
from Gorgas Avenue to Richardson Avenue. These
improvements shall provide for direct access to and egress from
the Letterman Complex via Richardson Avenue prior to
reconstruction of Doyle Drive  Preliminary planning for the
reconstruction of Doyle Drive indicates that direct vehicular
access into the Presidio from Doyle Drive will be provided.
Caltrans and the CCSF have initiated preliminary environmental
and design efforts for Doyle Drive reconstruction, but selection
of apreferred aternative is not expected until the second quarter
of 2001. The Presidio Trust shall coordinate with Caltrans, the
CCSF and the L etterman Complex tenant to determine the
contribution of each party to the cost of the improvements.

TR-2. Lombard Sreet/Lyon Street Intersection Improvements —
Concurrent with the development of the 23-acre site, the capacity
of thisintersection shall be increased through signalization of the
intersection and restriping the one-lane eastbound approach to
provide one left-turn lane and one shared right-through lane.

The Presidio Trust shall coordinate with the CCSF and the

L etterman Complex tenant to determine the contribution of each
party to the cost of the improvements.

TR-3. Lombard Street/Presidio Boulevard Intersection
Improvements — When needed (i.e., prior to the intersection
falling to level of service E or F), the capacity of thisintersection
shall be increased through widening and restriping the one-lane
northbound approach to provide one right-turn lane and one
through lane. The Presidio Trust shall coordinate with the

L etterman Complex tenant and determine its contribution, if any,
to the cost for the improvements.

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

Combined Project
Study
Report/Project
Report Submittal
(PSR/PR) (Presidio
Trust/Caltrans/
CCSF)

Concurrent with
Development of the
23-Acre Site
(Presidio
Trust/CCSF)

Prior to Intersection
Falling to Level of
ServiceEor F
(Presidio Trust)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Transportation
Manager, Catrans
and CCSF

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Transportation
Manager and
CCSF

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Transportation
Manager

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
participation in
Cadltrans Design and
Loca Programs
Program (DLPP)
and Encroachment
Permit Process

Presidio Trust
Participation in
CCSF Street-
Use/Major
Encroachment
Permit Process

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

ENFORCEMENT

Presidio Trust’s
Negotiation and
Execution of
Cdtrans
Caooperative
Agreement for
Improvements
to State
Highways

Presidio Trust
Negotiation and
Execution of
CCSF/Presidio
Trust
Agreement on
Intersection
Improvements

Incorporate into
Presidio Trust
Transportation
Management
Program

CHECKOFF
DATE/INITIALS



ATTACHMENT
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE

TR-6. Relocation of the City’s Bike Route 4 — Prior to
implementation of intersection improvements at Lyon
Street/Richardson Avenue/Gorgas Avenue, the Presidio Trust
shall coordinate with the CCSF to relocate a portion of the city’s
bike route 4 from Francisco Street between Lyon Street and
Broderick Street, to Chestnut Street between Lyon Street and
Broderick Street and to Broderick Street between Chestnut Street
and Francisco Street.

TR-7. Adjustment of Bicycle Entry Points near the Lombard
Street Gate — Implementation of mitigation measure TR-2,
Lombard Street/Lyon Street Intersection Improvements may
require adjustment of routes and physical improvements to
facilitate access for bicycles entering the Presidio viathe city’s
bike route 4 (relocated to Chestnut Street, see mitigation measure
TR-6, Relocation of the City's Bike Route 4) and bike route 6
(Greenwich Street). The Presidio Trails and Bikeways Master
Plan (in progress) will consider alternatives to the current access
on Lombard Street, to include widening the pedestrian wakway
at the Lombard Street Gate, re-establishing the historic opening
of the Presidio perimeter wall at Greenwich Street (subject to
additiona environmental review, including Section 106
compliance), relocating bike route 4 to Gorgas Street, or creating
an expanded bicycle and pedestrian path from the Lombard
Street Gate.

TR-8a. Presidio-Wide Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Program— The Presidio Trust shall require tenants and
occupants to participatein a TDM program for the Presidio. The
TDM program shall establish the actions to be taken by the
Presidio Trust and all park tenants and occupants to improve
transit, pedestrian and bicycle conditions, and reduce automobile
usage by al tenants, occupants and visitors, including:

Carpool/vanpool programs

Periodic monitoring of traffic volume and mode choice
among Presidio residents and employees

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

Prior to
Implementation of
Intersection
Improvements at
Lyon
Street/Richardson
Avenue/Gorgas
Avenue (Presidio
Trust/CCSF)

Submittal of
Presidio Trails and
Bikeways Master
Plan (NPS and
Presidio Trust)

TDM Program
Submittals (Presidio
Trust/Presidio
Tenants)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Transportation
Manager and
CCSF

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Transportation
Manager, NPS and
CCSF

Presidio Trust
Transportation
Manager in
Coordination with
Tenants

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Revision to
Citywide Bicycle
Plan

Implementation of
Mitigation
Measures TR-2,
Lombard
Sreet/Lyon Sreet
Intersection
Improvements and
TR-6, Relocation of
the City' s Bike
Route 4

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

ENFORCEMENT

Incorporate into
Update of the
Transportation
Element of the
Presidio Trails
and Bikeways
Master Plan

Incorporate into
Presidio Trails
and Bikeways
Master Plan

Incorporate into
Presidio Trust
Transportation
Management
Program

CHECKOFF
DATE/INITIALS



ATTACHMENT 1
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

REPORTING RESPONSIBILITY
STAGE FOR METHOD OF CHECKOFF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE (RESPONSIBILITY) COMPLIANCE IMPLEMENTATION ENFORCEMENT DATE/INITIALS

Transit and ridesharing information disseminated on kiosks
within the park, The Presidio Trust' s website, and employee
orientation programs

Parking management program
Secure bicycle parking

Mandatory event-specific TDM programs for al special
events

Onsite sale of transit passes

Clean-fuel shuttle bus serving the Letterman Complex and the
remainder of the Main Post

A transit hub in the Letterman Complex/Main Post area to
facilitate transfers between public transit buses and the
Presidio shuttle buses

Express bus service to regional transit connection programs
(i.e, BART and the Transbay Terminal)

All Presidio tenants, including tenants of the 23-acre site within
the Letterman Complex, shall be required to participate in the
Presidio’s TDM program designed to meet performance targets,
including amodal split such that at least 30 percent of all
employees and visitors travel by transit or non-motorized modes,
and vehicle occupancy of at least 1.4 persons per vehicle per
auto trip.3 Performance shall be monitored through traffic counts
and park-wide user surveys consistent with the TDM program.
The Presidio Trust shal work closely with tenants to ensure
successful implementation of the TDM programs. An annual
report of the Presidio’s TDM program and conditions shall be
prepared by the Presidio Trust and made available to the public.

3 performance targets shal be flexible so that any combination of mode and vehicle occupancy producing the equivalent number of autos will be acceptable. That is, an average vehicle occupancy lessthan 1.4 personswill be
acceptable if anon-auto mode share of greater than 30 percent produced the equivalent number of autos.

1'8 L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘



ATTACHMENT
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT

Impact of
Increased
Parking Demand
(Mitigated by
TR-4 and TR-8)

MITIGATION MEASURE

TR-8b. Letterman Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Program— The L etterman lease shall include provisions
requiring the tenant to participate in the TDM program, and the
tenant’s Transportation Coordinator shall assist the Presidio
Trust's Transportation Manager to maximize participation in the
TDM program. Elements of the TDM program specific to the 23-
acre site shall include:

Onsite Transportation Coordinator
Guaranteed-ride-home program

Webpage devoted to transportation alternatives
Flex-time policies

Telecommuting policies

Onsite support services

Preferential carpool/vanpool parking

TR-4. Monitoring of Parking— The overall parking supply and
demand shall be monitored periodically to accommodate onsite
parking demand, encourage transit use and other non-automobile
modes of travel, and discourage parking outside the 23-acre site.
This measure shall be implemented through the Parking
Management Program that will be developed for the Presidio.
This program shdl include Presidio-wide parking management
and operations strategies to ensure a balance of parking supply
and demand, minimizing transportation impacts on the Presidio
and surrounding neighborhoods, while encouraging tenants and
visitors to use alternative modes. Strategies shal include
adoption and monitoring of Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) measures (see mitigation measure TR-8,
TDM Program), recommending parking regulations in adjacent
neighborhoods, and frequent monitoring of parking demand.

TR-8aand b. Transportation Demand Management Program

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

TDM Program
Submittal
(Letterman
Complex Tenant)

Periodically
(Presidio Trust)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Transportation
Manager and

L etterman
Complex
Transportation
Coordinator

Presidio Trust
Transportation
Manager

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

Adoption and
Monitoring of
Presidio-Wide TDM
Measures

ENFORCEMENT

Incorporate into
Ground Lease

Incorporate into
Presidio Trust
Parking
Management
Program

See Impact of Additional Traffic Volumes on Loca Transportation Network
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ATTACHMENT

1

MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

IMPACT

Impact of
Construction
Equipment and
Vehicles
(Mitigated by
TR-5)

MITIGATION MEASURE

TR-5. Construction Traffic Management Plan — Prior to
construction, a Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be
prepared by the contractor(s) and submitted for Trust approval.
The plan shall include information on construction traffic
scheduling, proposed haul routes, permittee parking, staging area
management, visitor safety, and detour routes. As discussed in
mitigation measure SW-1, Waste Reduction Goals, the LAMC
and LAIR shall be deconstructed and building materias shall be
reused to the extent feasible, thus minimizing the transport of
demolition debris. The contractor(s) shall limit the transport of
demolition debris and construction equipment and materias to
periods of off-peak traffic whenever possible. Construction
equipment, including trucks, shall be restricted from accessing
Lyon Street to minimize additional traffic on the surrounding
neighborhood roadways and intersections. Since construction
activities associated with the project will likely overlap in some
degree with other planned projectsin the site vicinity, the
contractors for such other projects will be required to coordinate
with the development team of the 23-acre site to address vehicle
routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement in the vicinity
of the Letterman Complex. Any significant aterations to the
Construction Traffic Management Plan shall be subject to
written approval by the Presidio Trust prior to implementation.

Cultural Resources

Effect on
Historic Setting
due to New
Construction
(Adverse Effect
Avoided by
CR-1)

1-10

CR-1. Planning and Design Guidelines— Under provisions of
the NHPA, a Programmatic Agreement (PA) has been devel oped
in consultation with the California State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP) and the NPS regarding the Deconstruction, New
Construction, and the Execution of Associated Leases at the
Letterman Complex. Provided for in the PA are significant roles
for these entities in the process of developing design guidelines,
conceptua design documents and schematic design documents;
also provided for in the PA are significant roles for these
agencies in the construction monitoring process. In addition, the
PA contains opportunity for public input, methodol ogies for
addressing archeological properties, discoveries and unforeseen

REPORTING
STAGE

(RESPONSIBILITY)

Congtruction Traffic

Management Plan
Submittal Prior to
Demolition Phase
(Presidio

Trust/L etterman
Complex Tenant)

Conceptua Design
and Schematic
Design Review
Submittals
(Letterman
Complex Tenant)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Transportation
Manager

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Consultation with
Presidio Trust
Compliance
Manager, SHPO,
ACHP and NPS

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Approval of
Construction Traffic
Management Plan

Review of Project
Documents per the
PA

ENFORCEMENT

Require as
Conditions for
Demolition and
Construction
Permits

Required
Pursuant to the
PA
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IMPACT
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REPORTING RESPONSIBILITY
STAGE FOR
MITIGATION MEASURE (RESPONSIBILITY) COMPLIANCE

effects, and a requirement of mandatory notification to the
Secretary of the Interior and invitation for the Secretary to
participate in consultation where there may be an adverse effect
on historic properties.

The Final Planning Guidelines, which have been publicly
reviewed and finalized as part of the EIS, will be merged into the
Design Guidelines, which are now under development and have
been submitted to the SHPO for review and comment as part of
the NHPA' s Section 106 consultation process. The Final
Planning and Design Guidelines shall therefore be applied and
continue to provide direction through the consultation and design
review process under the PA where there will be continuing
review of their application by the ACHP, SHPO, NPS, and the
public after the environmental review process for this action is
concluded.

The Planning Guidelines and Design Guidelines for new
construction at the L etterman Complex shall be utilized by the
Presidio Trustin its review of an undertaking's effect on the
character of the historic district. In addition, incorporation of
sustainability provisions within the guidelines shall assist the
Presidio in meeting sustainability goals. The criteriain the
Planning and Design Guidelines shall guide all replacement
construction of buildings (e.g., massing, scale, heights, roof
forms, colors, and materials.) The guidelines shall conform to
The Secretary of the Interior’s Sandards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties. New buildings and landscape features shall
be designed and sited to be compatible with and enhance the
historic setting. Historic buildings shall be rehabilitated in
accordance with The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, including the Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings In accordance with the PA,
copies of the guidelines (as well as public comments received on
their content) shall be sent to the SHPO for review.

The Planning and Design Guidelines are neither technical nor
prescriptive, but are intended to promote new construction that is
compatible with the Presidio as a National Landmark District

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

ENFORCEMENT
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ATTACHMENT 1
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

IMPACT

Visual Resour ces

Visua Impacts
(Mitigated by
VR-1, VR-2,
VR-3 and VR-4)

MITIGATION MEASURE

and, at the same time, to promote design excellencein al new
building and landscape work. They are a continuing, interactive
set of “guides’ which serve as recommendations as the project
moves through the design review process, the process of
negotiation, the signing of alease, or the execution of a
development agreement. The Trust’s intent is to ensure that the
project is compatible with the historic setting, and meets the
overall intent of the guidelines while project design and
construction conforms to the fullest reasonable extent to the
specific direction of Planning and Design Guidelines.

VR-1. Planning and Design Guidelines— The Planning and
Design Guidelines shall be applied as set forth in mitigation
measure CR-1, Planning and Design Guidelines, during site
planning to protect visual resources.

VR-2. Height of Replacement Construction — The height of
replacement construction shall be compatible with nearby
structures, with a maximum allowable height not to exceed that
of LAIR (60 feet).

VR-3. Maximum Allowable Square Footage— The maximum
alowable sguare footage for replacement construction within the
L etterman Complex shall not exceed the existing 1.3 million
square feet.

VR-4. Vegetation Screen — The vegetation screen next to the
parking area along Lyon Street shall be maintained to the extent
feasible and appropriate.

REPORTING RESPONSIBILITY

STAGE FOR METHOD OF

(RESPONSIBILITY) COMPLIANCE IMPLEMENTATION ENFORCEMENT

See Mitigation Measure CR-1, Planning and Design Guidelines

Schematic Design Presidio Trust Presidio Trust Require as

Submittal Project Manager in  Compliance Process  Building Permit

(Letterman Coordination with Condition

Complex Tenant) Presidio Trust

Planning Manager

Processing of Trust  Presidio Trust Project Review Interagency

Actions or Projects Process? Agreement

Through Project between NPS

Review and Presidio
Trust for NEPA
Compliance

Schematic Design Presidio Trust Presidio Trust Require as

Submittal Project Manager in  Compliance Process  Building Permit

(Letterman Coordination with Condition

Presidio Trust
Planning Manager

Complex Tenant)

4 See Golden Gate National Recreation Area Standard Operating Procedures No. 601, Project Review for NEPA Compliance.
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ATTACHMENT
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE

Archeological Properties

Adverse Effect AR-1. Archeological Management Assessment and Monitoring
on Program— The Presidio Trust shall conduct an Archeological

Archeological Management Assessment (AMA) and Monitoring Program for
Properties all undertakings at the Letterman Complex. The Presidio Trust
(Avoided by shall conduct an inventory study of known archeological sitesin
AR-1) the area of each undertaking including test excavations, as

appropriate, to determine if significant sites or historic features
are extant and if construction might adversely affect
archeological resources. Reports of any investigations shall be
submitted to the SHPO and the ACHP. A phased inventory,
evaluation, monitoring, and treatment program for archeological
resources regarding ongoing maintenance and construction in the
complex shall be conducted. The discovery of any human
remains or associated mortuary items covered under the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act shall be
treated in accordance with 43 CFR 10.4 (Inadvertent
discoveries). Consultation and work shall be conducted in
accordance with the Programmatic Agreement (Appendix F to
the FEIS).

Native Plant Communities

Beneficial NP-1. Landscaping Plan — A detailed landscaping plan shall be

Impact on prepared and approved as part of the design review process. The

(Nzgtrlr:/neuiﬁ?; landscaping plqn shall be prepa(ed in consultation v.vith. Presidio

(Maximized by Trust stqff and in accordance with thg goasand obJ ectives of the

NP-1) Vegetation Management Plan. Planning shall take into account
opportunities for native habitat enhancement where feasible and
appropriate.

1-13

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

Prior to Design
Development and
Construction
Document
Submittals (Presidio
Trust)

Schematic Design
Submittal
(Letterman
Complex Tenant)

RESPONSIBILITY

FOR METHOD OF

COMPLIANCE IMPLEMENTATION ENFORCEMENT
Presidio Trust Review of AMA Require as
Project Manager in  under the PA Excavation
Coordination with Clearance
Presidio Trust Condition
Historical Pursuant to the
Archeologist, PA

SHPO, ACHP and

NPS

Presidio Trust Presidio Trust Require as
Project Manager in  Compliance Process  Building Permit
Coordination with Condition

Presidio Trust
Planning Manager

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘
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MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM
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IMPACT

Wildlife

Control of
Visitor Use and
Protection
and/or
Expansion of
Native Wildlife
Habitat
(Mitigated by
WL-1, WL-2,
WL-3 and
WL-4)

1-14

MITIGATION MEASURE

WL-1. Ornamental and Native Stand Protection — Management
treatments and practices described in the Natural Resource
Inventory and Vegetation Management Options (NPS 19973)
shall be taken to protect the most valuable wildlife habitat within
the 23-acre site. These habitat areas shall include the palms, the
coast live oaks in the existing open space, the redwood, and the
Monterey pines and eucalyptus within the historic windrows.
Measures shall include restricting the size of work aress,
avoiding work when soils are wet and compaction-prone, and
carefully training work crews to reduce potential impacts on
vegetation.

WL-2. Raptor Nests— Prior to any demolition or construction
activities, aqualified biologist shall determine whether any birds
of prey are nesting in the vicinity and whether they might be
impacted by development. Observations shall be made during the
nesting season (March 15 through August 15) prior to and during
construction activities. If nesting pairs are located in the work
vicinity, appropriate buffer zones shall be delineated and the area
closed by installation of temporary fencing until it has been
determined that nesting activity has ended. Other preventive
measures, such as the use of signing, implementation of a
monitoring program, and establishment of contingency plans
shall also be implemented as necessary to avoid accidental
habitat degradation during the construction phase.

WL-3. Nesting Birds— Any removal (including mowing and
tree-trimming) of landscaped, non-native or native vegetation
shall follow park guidelines for protection of nesting birds.
These guidelines include restrictions on timing of vegetation
removal, requirements for searching for active nests prior to
removal, and maintaining mowed areas at low height to
discourage nesting. Restriction of work areas and education of
work crews will aso reduce possible wildlife impacts.

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

Schematic Plan
Submittal
(Letterman
Complex Tenant)

During Construction
Phase (Presidio
Trust/L etterman
Complex Tenant)

During Construction
and Operation
Phases (Presidio
Trust/L etterman
Complex Tenant)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Planning Manager

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Construction
Manager

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Construction
Manager
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METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

ENFORCEMENT

Require as
Building Permit
Condition

Require as
Demolition and
Building
Permits
Conditions

Require as
Demolition and
Building
Permits
Conditions
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ATTACHMENT
MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE

WL-4. Integrated Pest Management — All tenants shall be
educated and shall implement the integrated pest management
options for managing the major pests found at the Presidio as
identified in the Integrated Pest Management Information
Manual for the Presidio. Visitors shall have signs and
information regarding the importance of litter control, not
feeding wildlife and pest management issues.

Topography and Soils

Soil Disturbance 151 gorm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SVPPP) — As

g‘g%%;’avemem directed by the Clean Water Act and other applicable

Intersecti’on requirements, a Notice of Intent shall befiled yvith thg Sta.te

Improvements, Water Resources antrol Boarq (SWRCB) prior to initiation of

Landscape 50|I-Q|sturb| ng activitiesto obtain coverage under. the Genera

Rehabilitation Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with

and Building Construction Activities (General Permit). The General Permit

Demoalition requires development, implementation, and compliance

(Mitigated by monitoring of a SWPPP that prescribes BMPs including

TS1) structural, management and vegetation measures, to control
erosion and contaminated runoff from the construction site. The
inclusion of an analysis of potential downstream impacts on
receiving waterways due to the permitted construction may be
required. The Presidio Trust shal minimize the discharge of soil
and pollutants during excavation by requiring contractors to
employ measures to contain disturbances within localized aress,
including use of turbidity barriers, silt curtains, or equivaent
measures as feasible and appropriate. Prescriptions for
monitoring and reporting of BMP performance and conditions
before and immediately after the completion of work shall be
conducted pursuant to the General Permit. Compliance with the
BMPs included in the SWPPP will result in aminimal amount of
soil erosion, and discharges of construction-related pollutants
will be minimized.

1-15

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

During Operations
Phase (Presidio
Trust/Presidio
Tenants)

Schematic Plan
Review Submittal
prior to Initiation of
Soil Disturbing
Activities (Presidio
Trust/L etterman
Complex Tenant)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Natural Resources

Specialist

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Utilities Manager
and SWRCB

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Provision of
Integrated Pest
Management
Manua to Tenants
through Leasing
Program

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process
and SWRCB
Genera Permit
Process

ENFORCEMENT

Incorporate into
Ground Leases

Require as
Demolition and
Building Permit
Conditions
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MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1

IMPACT

Air Quality

Short-Term
Demolition/
Construction
Impacts
(Mitigated by
AQ-1and AQ-2)

Long-Term
Regional
Operation
Impacts
(Mitigated by
AQ-3)
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MITIGATION MEASURE

AQ-1. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
Control Measures— To reduce demolition- and construction-
generated particulate matter (PM40) emissions, construction
contractors shall implement as feasible and appropriate the
BAAQMD’s recommended control measures for emissions of
dust during demolition and construction: 1) water al active
construction areas at least twice daily; 2) cover al trucks hauling
soil, sand, and other loose materials or require trucks to maintain
at least 2 feet of freeboard; 3) pave, apply water three times
daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on al unpaved access
roads, parking areas and staging areas; 4) sweep daily (with
water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and
staging areas; and 5) sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if
visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets.

AQ-2. Demalition of Existing Buildings— To the extent feasible
and appropriate, the Presidio Trust shall apply an
environmentally effective approach, including a combination of
deconstruction and demolition techniques, to remove outdated
structures and reduce PMo emissions from demolition activities.

AQ-3. Traffic and Transportation Measures — All measures
listed in the Traffic and Transportation section shall be
implemented to the extent feasible to encourage alternatives to
automobile use, contribute to improvement of air quality and
lower carbon dioxide emissions.

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

During Demoalition
and Construction
Phases (Presidio
Trust/L etterman
Complex Tenant)

During Demoalition
Phase (Presidio
Trust)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Construction
Manager

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Construction
Manager

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

ENFORCEMENT

Require as
Demolition and
Building Permit
Conditions

Require as
Demolition
Permit
Condition

CHECKOFF
DATE/INITIALS

See Impact of Additional Traffic Volumes on Local Transportation Network (Mitigation Measures TR-1,

TR-2, TR-3, TR-6, TR-7 and TR-8a and b)
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IMPACT

Noise

Short-Term
Impact due to
Demolition and
Construction
Activities
(Mitigated by
NO-1)

MITIGATION MEASURE

NO-1. Reduction of Construction Noise — During demolition and
construction, contractors and other equipment operators shall
comply with the terms of provisions equivalent to the standards
in the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Noise-generating
construction activities associated with new development shall not
occur during times of the day in which such construction
activities are prohibited under the San Francisco Noise
Ordinance. Impact tools shall be equipped with intake and
exhaust mufflers, and commencement of any explosive or
implosive activities shall be coordinated with appropriate
approvals and notifications from the Presidio Trust. To reduce
Nnoise impacts on visitors, construction sites will be temporarily
off-limitsto visitors. To further reduce noise impacts, where
feasible, appropriate barriers shall be placed at a distance of 250
feet between sensitive receptors and construction sites and
stationary equipment such as compressors and crushers. This
will reduce noise by as much as 5 A-weighted decibels (dBA).

Human Health, Safety and the Environment

Potential for
Identified and
Unidentified
Contamination
(Mitigated by
HH-1, HH-2 and
HH-3)

1-17

HH-1. Asbestos Remediation — Prior to initiating building
demolition within the L etterman Complex, the Presidio Trust
shall identify all asbestos-containing materials and assess,
document, and monitor their condition. The party conducting the
building demalition shall comply with all applicable asbestos
regulations. Workers shall use all necessary personal protective
clothing and respiratory equipment during removal. During
removal, all safety measures shall be followed to prevent any
contamination outside the removal area. Air purification and air
monitoring equipment shall be in operation during remova in
interior areas. Air sampling shall be conducted during removal.
Encapsulation shall be done using approved sealants. All waste
ashestos shall be placed in approved and labeled double 6-
millimeter plastic bags or approved, labeled Department of
Transportation (DOT) drums. Waste asbestos shall be properly
transported under strict adherence to U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency/Resource Conservation Recovery Act

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

During Demoalition
and Construction
Phases (Presidio
Trust/L etterman
Complex Tenant)

Prior to Demolition
(Presidio Trust)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Construction
Manager

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Environmental
Remediation
Manager

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

ENFORCEMENT

Require as
Conditions for
Demolition and
Building
Permits

Require as
Demolition
Permit
Condition
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1

IMPACT

1-18

MITIGATION MEASURE

(EPA/RCRA), state and local regulations by a licensed
hazardous waste hauler to an approved waste site. All necessary
shipping documents shall be prepared prior to any shipments.

HH-2. Lead-Based Paint Abatement — Prior to initiating building
demolition within the L etterman Complex, the Presidio Trust
shall prepare a management and remediation plan for lead-based
paint to reduce impacts of lead-based paint contamination to
acceptable levels. All workersinvolved in lead abatement shall
follow required procedures to protect themselves and family
members from exposure. Warning signs shall be posted to mark
the boundaries of |ead-contaminated work areas. These signs
will warn about the lead hazard, prohibit eating, drinking and
smoking in the area, and specify any protective equipment
required. Workers shall use al necessary personal protective
clothing and respiratory equipment during removal. During
removal, all safety measures shall be followed to prevent any
contamination outside the removal area. Air purification and air
monitoring equipment shall be in operation during remova in
interior areas. All waste lead—contaminated materials shall be
placed in approved, labeled waste collection receptacles. Waste
lead shall be properly transported under strict adherence to
EPA/RCRA, DOT, and state and local regulations by alicensed
hazardous waste hauler to an approved waste site. All necessary
shipping documents shall be prepared prior to any shipments.

HH-3. Contingency Plan — Prior to initiating subsurface
construction within the Letterman Complex, a Contingency Plan
shall be developed to provide a decision framework for the
Presidio Trust to address the potential for unidentified
contamination discovered during construction activities. The
plan will alow the Presidio Trust and its contractors to manage
identified contaminants in a timely manner that is protective of
human health and the environment. The Plan shall provide a
discussion of the project, applicable regulatory requirements for
the contingency activities, appropriate cleanup levels,
notification/coordination requirements and plan approva
process. The Presidio Trust shall coordinate with the applicable
regulatory agencies to obtain their concurrence regarding the

REPORTING
STAGE
(RESPONSIBILITY)

Prior to Demolition
(Presidio Trust)

Contingency Plan
Submittal Prior to
Construction Phase
(Presidio Trust)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Environmental
Remediation
Manager

Presidio Trust
Environmental
Remediation
Manager

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

ENFORCEMENT

Require as
Demolition
Permit
Condition

Require as
Construction
Permit
Condition
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IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURE

proposed approach to and during development of the plan.
Additionally, the Presidio Trust shall coordinate with the
Presidio Restoration Advisory Board.

Energy Consumption

Impact on
Energy
Consumption
(Mitigated by
EC-1)

1-19

EC-1. Conservation Measures — In accordance with the energy
requirements of Executive Orders 11912 and 12003, the

L etterman Complex tenant shall develop specific measures to
minimize building energy use for each building to be
constructed.

REPORTING
STAGE

(RESPONSIBILITY)

Schematic Design,
Design
Development and
Construction
Document
Submittals
(Letterman
Complex Tenant)

RESPONSIBILITY
FOR
COMPLIANCE

Presidio Trust
Project Manager in
Coordination with
Presidio Trust
Energy Manager

METHOD OF
IMPLEMENTATION

Presidio Trust
Compliance Process

ENFORCEMENT

Require as
Building Permit
Condition
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This report has been prepared to further inform the Presidio Trust (Trust) decision-makers as they prepare to
select a development alternative for implementation on the 23-acre site within the Letterman Complex. In April
1999, the Trust released for public comment the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Planning
Guidelines for New Devel opment and Uses on 23 Acres within the Letterman Complex (DEIS). Based upon
public comments received, the Trust made changes to the DEIS, and in March 2000 released the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Letterman 23-acre project. The Trust responded to all
comments received on the DEIS, and those responses are found in the Responses to Comments volume of the
FEIS.

1 Extended Review Period for FEIS

Following release of the FEIS, a number of reviewers sought additional time to review the information in the
FEIS and requested the Trust to extend the review period beyond the 30-day minimum required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations' (40 C.F.R. 1506.10(b)(2)). In response, the Trust notified all
reviewersthat the Presidio Trust Board of Directors did not plan to take any final action or make afinal

decision prior to its regularly scheduled Board meeting on May 18, 2000. The practical effect of this notice was
to extend the NEPA 30-day “no-action” period by another 30 days (from April 17 to May 17, 2000). The Trust
further explained in its extension notice that, although the “no-action” period is not aformal comment period,
all comments received during the 60-day review period would be considered by the Trust and made a part of the
decision record. The Trust’s notice is appended as Enclosure 1 to this report.

2 FEIS Comment Letters

Additional comment letters on the FEIS have been received. Although these letters raise no new issues
requiring modification of the proposed action or the planned decision process, the Trust has prepared this report
to respond to those comments received during the NEPA “no-action” period in order to better inform the
selection decision of the Trust Board of Directors. This report summarizes the additional public comment
received during the extended review period for the FEIS, and responds to or clarifies the issuesraised, as

appropriate.

The Trust received comment |etters raising specific concerns from the organizations and entities listed below.
The Trust’s responses to the points raised are also presented below.

2.1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
EPA Headquarters in Washington D.C. comments on its website (http://es.epa.gov/oeca/ofa/comsum.html) on
all FEISs published in the United States. With regard to the Letterman FEIS, EPA’s comments were limited to

* The following organizations and individual s submitted written requests for additional time to review the FEIS Resourceful Women,
Pacific Foundation Services LLC, Diamond Heights Community Association, Potrero Boosters Neighborhood Association, North of
Panhandle Neighborhood Association, Greater West Portal Neighborhood Association, Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods,
Telegraph Hill Dwellers, Rudolph Steiner Foundation and Mr. Donald S. Green.

L E T T E R M A N cC O M P L E X ‘ 2'1
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stating that “no formal comment letter was sent to the preparing agency”
(http://es.epa.gov/oecalofa/may1200c.html). In addition, representatives of EPA Region IX, with whom Trust
staff have maintained contact throughout this EI'S process, noted that additions to the DEIS and responses by the
Presidio Trust adequately addressed issues raised by Region I X in their letter to the Trust (see letter 62 in the
Reponses to Comments volume of the FEIS). Region IX staff stated they have no formal objectionsto the
proposed project, and will work with the Trust to address concerns related to comprehensive development plans
for the Presidio.?

2.2 As You Sow, Golden Gate Audubon Society, National Parks
Conservation Association, Natural Resources Defense Council,
San Francisco League of Conservation Voters, San Francisco
Tomorrow, San Francisco Tree Council, Sierra Club, and the
Wilderness Society (AYS)

The Trust received a March 30, 2000, comment letter from AY Sthat noted many of the sameissuesraised in
the group’ s earlier comments that were responded to by the Trust in the Responses to Comments volume of the
FEIS. AYS sMarch 30 letter also stated:

At the outset . . . we want to stress how appreciative the commenting groups are of the approach taken
by the Trust in thisfinal EIS. . . . None of the many meetings representatives of our groups have had
with the Trust staff or even Board members over the past seven months prepared us for the release of a
document in which a serious attempt would be made to respond to our concerns. Rather, all of our
interactions led us to believe that the final EIS would be as flawed as the draft was. . . .

The Trust, however, has published a very different document —one that in fact suggeststhat it is
prepared to change the way it has been doing business. . . . we are hopeful that the playing field has
shifted dramatically and that this shift will be confirmed by the Trust’sresponse.. . . . (page 1).

The Trust’s response, dated April 11, 2000, to AYS' letter is appended as Enclosure 2 to thisreport. The
following is offered in addition to the Trust’s April 11 |etter so asto be fully responsive to the reviewers
concerns.

Alternative Levels of Development for 23-Acre Ste— AY S continues to criticize the range of alternatives as
inadequate for not having looked at alternative levels of development for the 23-acre site. A compl ete response
to this comment has been provided in the expanded discussion of purpose and need for the project in Section 1
of the FEIS and in master responses 6A (Adequacy of Scope of Alternatives) and 1D (NEPA and Tiering from
the General Management Plan Amendment (GMPA) EIS). AY S discounts this detailed response, claiming that
the decision to focus on 900,000 square feet of development was never subjected to NEPA review. It has, in
fact, been properly reviewed under NEPA through this Supplemental EIS process. Moreover, AY S admonishes
that “it is NEPA, not the marketplace, that determines the adequacy of the range of alternatives considered in an
EIS" (page 7 of AY Sletter). AYS'scomment oversimplifiesNEPA. Under NEPA, a project’s purpose and

2 See eectronic mail correspondence dated May 16, 2000 from Leonidas Payne, Attorney — NEPA Review, EPA Region IX to John Pelka,
NEPA Compliance Coordinator, Presidio Trust.
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need defines the reasonable range of feasible alternatives. Central to this project’s purpose and need is the
achievement of a projected measure of market-based financial self-sufficiency. Under these circumstances,
NEPA allows the marketplace to help delineate what alternatives are reasonable (Midcoast | nterstate
Transmission Inc. v. FERC, 198 F.3d 960 (D.C. Cir. 2000) (application dismissed because aternative “had no
contracts or other evidence of market support for the project”)).

With respect to the square footage decision, the Trust had a number of compelling reasons for focusing its
market-based solicitation on a 900,000-square-foot devel opment:

First, concentrating 900,000 square feet of building space on 23 acres reflects the site’ s history of intensive use.
The areaimmediately surrounding and within the 23-acre site is one of the only sites on the Presidio that
historically has been subjected to intensive devel opment because of its proximity to the urban area and
amenities outside the Presidio boundary. Since the late 1890s, when the first Letterman Army Hospital was
built, the 23 acres have been used intensively, first asa corridor to the adjacent city of San Francisco
neighborhoods, later as a part of the Panama Pecific International Exposition, and finally as one of the busiest
military hospitalsin the country until the post-war era, when it became aregional medical center serving the
surrounding military community (see FEIS Section 1.1.5). Therefore, the areaimmediately surrounding and
within the 23-acre site has had a history of intensive use.

Second, the National Park Service (NPS) envisioned perpetuating the site as a building and activity core. Under
interim legislative authority prior to creation of the Trust, NPS carried this approximate footprint through to its
1994 RFQ for the Letterman Complex. The NPS Request for Qualifications (RFQ) assumed retention and reuse
of Letterman Army Ingtitute of Research (LAIR) and alowed for new replacement construction predominantly,
although not entirely, within the 23-acre site to replace L etterman Army Medical Center (LAMC). Had NPS
concluded alease with the University of Californiaat San Francisco (UCSF) as proposed in the RFQ, it would
have involved occupancy by a single large anchor tenant largely within the 23-acre site, an intensity of use
roughly comparable to the Army’ s pre-existing use on the 23-acre site and to the project proposed by the Trust.

Third, there were and are good reasons to concentrate development density in areas where it has been
historically concentrated. The siteisunique in its accessto transit service and urban amenities. It iseasily
accessible from downtown San Francisco, surrounding residential neighborhoods, and commercial districts,
with access via Richardson Avenue to the Golden Gate Bridge. Restaurants, stores, and other commercial
establishments are nearby, outside the park entrance. The siteis also served directly by public transit
connections to downtown San Francisco and regional destinations. All of these amenities are appropriate
qualities for asite with concentrated devel opment.
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Fourth, development of this size is needed to yield sufficient income to the Trust to meet the FMP' s forecasted
revenue for the Letterman Complex.® Market analyses showed that a development of 900,000 square feet was
needed to yield revenues sufficient to make the financial investment badly needed to address building and
infrastructure improvements throughout the Presidio. Alternatives that were much smaller were not solicited for
development by the Trust because they could not generate sufficient revenue to meet early capital investment
needs for the Presidio and because the economics of land devel opment made a smaller project financially
unattractive, given the need for the potential tenant to pay the fixed costs associated with redevelopment. The
economics of land development are not directly proportional. Many of the costs of development are fixed for
any amount of development (for example, demolition of the existing buildings and certain infrastructure
development or improvements). If the proposed project were reduced in scale, with no change in quality of
construction and open space improvements, the land rent would reduce by more than a proportionate reduction
in the scale of development. For example, areduction to 700,000 square feet would result in a $2- to 3-million
annual revenue shortfall. (See master responses 10A and 10B in the Responses to Comments volume of the
FEIS for further explanation.)

Fifth, while the GMPA presented a theoretically desirable site plan, a number of practical marketing
considerations warranted consolidating density. Based upon real estate marketing concepts, the Trust
determined that revenue-generating potential could be severely constrained unless development was contained
within a site that could be easily marketed and managed. 1n addition, marketability could be improved by
focusing infrastructure improvementsin alimited area and by focusing on a contiguous site that would not
otherwise be broken up by roadways or other buildings. Also, focusing the development on alimited parcel
would make the offer more economically attractive to alarger universe of potential submitters and would
increase the likelihood of receiving viable development proposals from a single master tenant. Dealing with a
single master tenant could significantly simplify the lease negotiation process as compared to disbursing
development through the 60-acre complex, which would likely have involved creating separate leases for
multiple parcels.

These marketing considerations were factored together with the GMPA’ s severe limitation on the amount and
location of new construction at other Presidio sites. The 23-acre site, an area of the Presidio that is already built
out, is by far the largest among the limited number of sitesidentified in the GMPA for potential new
construction. No other parcel at the Presidio could accommodate as large a devel opment offering under the
constraints of the GMPA.

Related to this consideration was the absence of historic buildings on the 23-acre site. 1n general, newly
constructed buildings command higher rental rates than do rehabilitated historic buildings. Unlike the
remainder of the 60-acre complex, the 23-acre site did not contain historic buildings, which add complexity and

3 AYSclaimsthat the Trust was required to subject its FMP forecast for how it planned to achieve a declining budget appropriation to
NEPA review. Congress directed the Trust to submit the FMP within one year after the first meeting of the Board of Directorsto offer a
declining appropriations plan. Impact statements are not required on appropriation proposals, and therefore the FM P itself is not subject to
the NEPA mandate (Andrus v. Sierra Club, 442 U.S. 347 (1979). The exemption of budgetary proposals from the impact statement
requirement does not, however, exempt the Trust from preparation of an impact statement on actions taken in response to the appropriation
decisions asthe Trust has done here with the Letterman Complex EIS.
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higher project costs, bringing down the revenue generation potential of a development offer. Thus, given the
number of historic buildings elsewhere within the Letterman Complex and at built-out areas of the Presidio
other than this 23-acre site, there are limited opportunities for new construction on the Presidio at a scale that
could satisfy the Financial Management Program (FMP) financial parameters for the Letterman Complex. This
previously developed site, which already had over 800,000 square feet of existing but outdated non-historic
building space, presented a singular opportunity to offer a contiguous parcel for new development, ararity in
San Francisco. Furthermore, because of the mandate to preserve and reuse the many historic buildings, few, if
any, other opportunities exist for a project of thistype that is capable of generating the needed revenue. Where
the GMPA severely limited the amount and location of new construction at other Presidio sites, at this site alone
the Trust could propose development of a sufficient size with capacity to generate the revenues needed to fund
the maintenance and rehabilitation of badly deteriorating buildings and infrastructure at the remainder of the
Presidio.

Lastly, the GMPA proposes a scale of development for the Letterman Complex to which this project adheres.
This size development does not represent significant new construction over and above that which already exists
at the 23-acre site. Rather, it isreplacement construction that generally reflects the existing devel opment
footprint of LAMC and LAIR. The GMPA itself contemplated development within the Letterman Complex on
the scale proposed here by the Trust, albeit under adifferent site plan (i.e., retention of LAIR and a portion of
the new construction would be infill construction across the 60 acres). To the extent the proposed layout of the
development has departed from the GMPA, that departure has been fully analyzed under this FEIS.

For all these reasons, the Trust considered it rational to focus its solicitation on 900,000 square feet of new
replacement devel opment within the Letterman Complex.

Conformity of Proposal to GMPA's Square Footage Limitation — AY S commentors claim that the inclusion of
underground parking space as an aspect of the proposed action results in the project impermissibly exceeding
the 1.3-million-sgquare-foot building space limit provided under the GMPA for the Letterman Complex. This
comment was first raised in the DEIS. The commentors asked why underground parking areas are not included
as part of the building area calculation. With regard to the square footage allocated to parking, text has been
added to Section 2, Alternatives, to identify the proposed square footage of structured parking under each
alternative. Square footage for structured parking, as defined in the Building Owners and Managers
Association International’ s Standard Method for Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings [ BOMA Sandards] ,
is not considered rentable square footage and therefore was not calculated into the proposed replacement
construction figures. Thisis consistent with current industry practice, in which underground parking is not
calculated into the gross floor area of new construction, as demonstrated in the San Francisco Planning Code,
Sections 102.9 and 204.5. Rather, parking requirements are directly related to building square footage and use
category. Likewise, square footage for surface parking was also not calculated into new construction square
footage total s (see master response 11, Derivation of Proposed Building Area, in the Responses to Comments
volume of the FEIS).
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AY S commentors now claim that the Trust’s approach is flawed because the GMPA included all underground
spaceinits 1.3-million-square-foot total for the Letterman Complex, and therefore the Trust cannot ook to
BOMA standards. AY Sismistaken. The GMPA only included a small subset of habitable or useable
underground space in its square footage totals. The initial building inventory conducted for the Presidio in
support of the GMPA planning efforts was largely based upon the existing inventory on file in the Army
records, supplemented by alimited condition assessment inventory. The reference manual, methodology, and
conclusions for thisinventory (Building Inventory Summary Report, April 1992, Architectural Resources
Group) is part of the decision record and can be found in the Park Archives aswell asthe Presidio Trust
Library. Selected buildings' exteriors were spot-checked for measurementsin the field and gross square
footages from the Army’ s data were entered. As part of thisinventory, only gross square footage of finished
basements were included.

When this survey was conducted, there were (and till are) no underground parking garages that would have
been included in the inventory. Some standing garages that had been converted to storage use, adjacent to
residential areas, were included in the overall inventory because they are standing structures with four walls and
aroof and are considered habitable space for uses other than parking automobiles. Uninhabitable underground
space was not. External, surface lot parking (the dominant form of parking found at the Presidio) was
documented in the parking inventory completed as part of the transportation technical analysisfor the GMPA; it
was also not included in the building inventory.

Because no underground parking structure existed at the Presidio at the time of this inventory, there was no
precedent for including underground parking in the total gross square footage calculations for the Presidio.
Therefore, for the Letterman EIS, the Presidio Trust looked to other outside standards related to the issue and
determined to rely upon both the Building Owners and Managers Association International’s Standard Method
for Measuring Floor Areain Office Buildings, as well as the City of San Francisco’s Planning Code. The SF
Planning Code (Section 102.9) “excludes floor space used for accessory off-street parking and loading

spaces .. .” These two existing standards provided a rational and reasonable methodology to calculate the
square footage of the devel opment project, and aso supported the GMPA’ s approach of generally excluding
uninhabitable underground space when calculating the size of the proposed devel opment.

Alternative Levels of Devel opment for the Park — The AY S commentors also would have liked the Trust to
analyze aternative levels of development for the Presidio asawhole. A comprehensive plan for the Presidio
already existsin the GMPA. The GMPA comprehensively addresses a plan for 13 major planning areas at the
Presidio and other resource management plans, including natural areas, visitor services, transportation, and
sustainability. The need for a certain site-specific modification was necessitated at the point that UCSF and
other medical research users withdrew as potential tenants, making the project envisioned by the GMPA at the
Letterman Complex infeasible. Given theinfeasibility of the UCSF option, the Trust sought in its RFQ and
subsequent actions to solicit proposals comparable in size, stature, and location to UCSF s while seeking
simultaneoudly to fulfill the Trust Act’s self-sufficiency requirement.
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For purposes of this Letterman Complex project and this EIS, the Trust did not need to look at alternative levels
of development across the Presidio because, as stated above, the GMPA had generally set the level of
development for this planning area and the Trust is adhering to it. Under the GMPA, the L etterman Complex
has been considered and analyzed among all of the proposed developments within the Presidio, and through the
Supplemental EIS the effects of any changes to the plan as contemplated in the GMPA have been analyzed.

Given the Trust’ s reliance on the GMPA as the foundational planning document, NEPA does not require the
Trust to have looked at alternative levels of development for the Park as awhole in this Supplementa EIS.
Nevertheless, these reviewers and others have expressed desire for the Trust to better explain how it intends to
implement the GMPA Presidio-wide in view of the need under some circumstances, as here, to depart from the
site-specific proposals of the GMPA in certain respects. The Trust, therefore, has committed to a planning
effort that will encompass all of AreaB of the Presidio under the Trust’s administrative jurisdiction. This
planning will take into account intervening events that have altered the GMPA’ s site-specific assumptions,
changed circumstances and new opportunities that have arisen since the 1994 GMPA was finalized, and new
Trust mandates. The Trust expects the product of the planning effort to be an update of the 1994 GMPA for
AreaB of the Presidio with an associated supplemental environmental impact statement to the 1994 GMPA
EIS. The Trust anticipates their formal scoping will begin in July 2000. And, directly relevant to the reviewers
concern raised here, this comprehensive planning effort will ook at arange of development alternatives
throughout Area B.

Enforcement of Historic Compliance Guidelines— The AY S commentors continue to raise concerns that the
planning and design guidelines will not be strictly enforced, and therefore they cannot be relied upon to mitigate
or prevent impacts. This view reflects a continuing misunderstanding of the guidelines, their devel opment, and
their intended application. The Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the Letterman Complex, which was under
negotiation throughout the EIS process, isnow final. It isattached to the FEIS as Appendix F. The PA isthe
tool to ensure that the selected development alternative satisfies historic compliance guidelines. The PA and the
compliance process it specifies have been adopted as a mitigation measure to ensure historic compliance.

Under the PA, the Final Planning Guidelines published in the FEIS will be incorporated into final overall design
guidelines for the Letterman Complex (Final Guidelines) and will therefore be applied and continue to provide
direction through the PA’ s consultation and design review process. Under the agreement, the Trust “will ensure
that all . . . documents. . . developed for new construction within the Letterman Complex . . . conform to the
fullest reasonabl e extent to the Final Guidelines” developed under the PA (Programmatic Agreement at Section
V.A). To the extent the adverse effects on cultural resources that have been identified in Section 4.5.12 of the
FEIS can later be mitigated through the implementation of the Final Guidelines under the PA, the Trust will do
so0. Through this process, the Trust will ensure that selected development plans, at each stage of development,
comply with sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA. Through this process under the PA, review of the application
of the Final Guidelines by the Advisory Commission on Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO), NPS, and the public will continue after the environmental review process for this
action is concluded and will ensure compliance with historic preservation obligations.
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It isimportant to bear in mind that the NEPA process does not terminate with the finalization of an EIS and the
execution of a Record of Decision. Unlike the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)’ s predecessor
“guidelines,” which were confined to 8102(2)(c) of NEPA, the EIS provision (40 C.F.R. §1500.3) and the
current CEQ NEPA Regulations apply to the whole of 8102(2), the action-forcing provisions of the Act. The
NEPA process starts with “early planning,” (881501.1, 1502.2), goes through a possible Environmental
Assessment stage (81501.3), to the EIS (if that proves warranted, 881501.4, 1502.3, 1502.9), to a Record of
Decision (81505.2) and to “implementing the decision,” which may include monitoring, mitigation, and reports
on progress in carrying out such mitigation (8 1502.3). The Planning and Design Guidelines are, like the
Monitoring and Enforcement Program (M EP, Attachment 1), very much part of this ongoing NEPA process
(81508.21).

Planning Guidelines Have Been Changed without Explanation — AY S comments that the Planning Guidelines
have been changed without explanation. Changes made to the guidelines between the draft and final version
were made primarily to clarify meaning, correct errors, use uniform language, and provide focus on the 23-acre
site. For example, diagrams were changed substantially to omit referencesto infill construction in the historic
hospital complex or that would impinge on the Tennessee Hollow riparian corridor, since such infill
construction would not occur under Alternatives 2 through 6. The change to Guideline B-16, the O’ Rellly
commons, is not aweakening of the guidelines but rather a change in thinking about the purpose of the
commons based upon evaluation of how the alternative proposals devel oped central open spaces elsewhere on
the site. The O’ Reilly commons diagram changed (i.e., the draft established an optimum size while the final
diagram focuses instead on setting a minimum standard) and new language was added clarifying its
measurement.

Information on Trees— AY S commentors are correct in asserting that the FEIS contains new information about
the treeson the site.* In response to acomment on the DEI'S by the San Francisco Tree Council, atree survey
under the direction of the Trust was performed to quantify the removal of up to 317 of the 408 non-native
mature trees on the site. The effect of this removal was previoudly identified on page A-13 in the DEIS (“the
removal of non-native trees at the site would decrease the number of trees available for nesting birds’). The
analysisin the DEIS determined that non-native tree removal would not be a significant impact because the
most valuable wildlife habitat onsite would be protected (see mitigation measure WL-1, Ornamental and Native
Plant Protection), and that restored native and non-native plant areas would provide new habitat for nesting
birds. This new information was provided in the FEIS for full disclosure and suggested no new conclusions on
the effect of tree removal previoudy analyzed in the DEIS.

Given the requirements of site clearance and grading, and the early phase of site design, it would be extremely
difficult to determine whether the number of trees to be removed for each alternative would vary. Therefore,

4 However, the assertion in footnote 3 of the letter that the DEI'S * contained no information about the trees on the site” is not supported by
thefacts. Pleaserefer to pages A-13 and A-14 of the DEIS' discussion of the importance of protecting the significant trees on the site
including the palms and the large oak trees within the 23 acres. In addition, the value of preserving the large eucalyptus and Monterey
pines, despite their introduced status, is discussed on page A-15.
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for the purposes of impact assessment, the FEIS takes a conservative approach by assuming that all treeswould
be removed in construction areas. In practice, however, as noted on page A-14 of the FEIS, as site planning
evolves, the Presidio Trust will attempt to reduce the number of trees that are to be removed from the site (from
the estimate provided in the FEIS), and will relocate mature trees to other locations, both on and off the
Presidio. Effortswill be made to preserve the lives of these trees and to reduce the overall number of treesto be
relocated.

Information on Water Demand — AY S commentors are correct in noting that water demand under Alternative 5
and cumulative overdraft has increased from the estimates provided in the DEIS. The reason for the difference
between the estimates in the DEIS and FEIS is noted in footnote g on page 119 of the FEIS (“includes 8,197
gpd of recycled storm water used for irrigation”). However, an error in estimating the demand for Alternative 5
has been noted and is corrected in Attachment 3. The corrected water demand is |ess than what was reported in
the FEIS (72,223 gallons per day instead of 84,574 gpd) and the baseline water allotment for the site (88,798
gpd), but more than what was previously reported in the DEIS (64,026 gpd).

Information on Housing and Road Inter section Conditions— The AY S commentors note that for the first time,
readers learn in the FEIS that Alternative 5 will have a significant negative impact on the availability of low and
moderate housing in the Bay Area. Asnoted in the Trust’s response to a comment by the city of San Francisco,
the determination as to whether aless than one percent increase in demand for housing would be considered a
significant impact is somewhat subjective (the city of San Francisco opined that any unmet housing demand
would be significant). Nevertheless, in deference to the city, the shortage of housing for low- and moderate-
income groups was noted in the FEIS, and the text in Sections 4.3.5.1 and 4.5.5.1 of the FEIS was revised from
the language in the DEISto call attention to the potential adverse impact on affordable housing in the city.

The AY S commentors al so assert that new information also makes clear that there will be poor operating
conditions at the intersection of Lyon and Lombard streets. The FEIS did not offer any additional information
regarding the negative traffic impacts of Alternative 5 beyond what was provided in the DEIS. Asinthe FEIS,
Section 4.5.7.2 (page 164) of the DEIS stated that both the intersection of Lombard Street/Lyon Street and the
intersection of Presidio Boulevard/Lombard Street would fail in the p.m. peak hour under Alternative 5 without
the recommended mitigation measures.

Implementation of Proposed Traffic Improvements — The AY S commentors note that necessary approvals,
permits, and funding for the Caltrans intersection improvements have not been obtained. Although funding
sources for the intersection improvements have not specifically been determined, the Trust will ensure funding
to make the improvements identified. Prior to final design, the Trust will be entering into a Cooperative
Agreement with Caltrans to include a funding agreement (see mitigation measure TR-1, Lyon Street/Richardson
Avenue/Gorgas Avenue I nter section | mprovements in the Monitoring and Enforcement Program in Attachment
1). Thisagreement cannot be finalized until acceptance by Caltrans of the Richardson Avenue Project Study
Report/Project Report (PSR/PR).

The Presidio Trust will be working closely with Caltrans, through the PSR/PR process, and the project
development team to ensure concurrence on the direction of the proposed intersection mitigation measures as
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the project progresses. Obtaining permits from Caltrans for this project will occur after a satisfactory resolution
of the PSR/PR and after final design has been completed. Caltrans regulations do not permit obtaining an
encroachment permit prior to final design acceptance.

Environmental Consequences of Proposed Water Treatment Plant — The AY S commentors suggest that the new
water treatment plant identified in the FEIS as mitigation would have environmental consequences that are not
acknowledged or analyzed. The impacts of water reclamation are discussed on page 38 of the Responsesto
Comments volume of the FEIS. In addition, the mitigation measure specifies performance standards (e.g.,
compliance with water quality criteria, treatment processes, treatment reliability, monitoring and reporting, and
restrictions for use of reclaimed water established by the California Department of Health Servicesin Title 22,
Division 4 (Environmental Health) of the California Administrative Code) to ensure that the reclamation plant
issafe, reliable, and protective of public health.

I mplementation and Enforcement of Mitigation Measures— The AY S commentors ask which mitigation
measures will be implemented and enforced. All mitigation measures identified in the FEIS to avoid or
minimize environmental impacts that could result from implementation of the selected alternative have been
deemed feasible and will be incorporated into the project. As part of its decision to implement Alternative 5, the
Trust will adopt a Monitoring and Enforcement Program (MEP, Attachment 1) to ensure that the devel oper
complies with them (including the Planning and Design Guidelines). Enforcement will occur through the
actions that have been identified in the MEP that must take place as a part of each measure. The MEP aso
identifies the timing of these actions, who is responsible for implementation, and the agency responsible for
enforcing or ensuring compliance with each action.

Effectiveness of TDM Program—The AY S commentors ask what will happen if the TDM program does not
achieve the modal split established in the MEP. Based on traffic count monitoring and user surveys, Presidio-
wide TDM strategies found to be ineffective or underutilized would be improved or replaced with other
measures. The Letterman Complex lease would include provisions requiring implementation of appropriate
TDM measures.

Inconsistent Information — The AY S commentors assert that the FEI'S contains confusing and inconsi stent
information about key issues. AY Scitesthat, according to the FEIS, the Presidio is both easily accessible from
downtown San Francisco and far from downtown. The FEIS also states at one point that 300 employees under
Alternative 5 will reside on the Presidio and 265 at another. The Trust apologizes for any confusion the
statements may have caused. Both statements should be understood and must be explained in the larger context
of the discussion in the FEIS. With regard to proximity to downtown San Francisco, the Trust was only
suggesting that the site is easily accessed from downtown from areal estate market perspective (say, compared
to devel opment opportunitiesin Pleasanton or San Jose). Later, the FEIS made reference to the site as being far
from downtown from amass transit point of view, because the Presidio has alower transit mode split than sites
located more conveniently to the MUNI bus and rail network, and hence has less impacts on MUNI.
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With regard to housing, the Trust was referring to the proponent’ s request for 300 units of Presidio housing for
its employees as part of its ground |lease (housing demand), and later, to the smaller number of units (265)
assumed to be available within the Presidio to satisfy this demand.

2.3 Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and National Parks
Conservation Association (NPCA) Together with Letter from
Donald S. Green

A follow-on |etter dated May 3, 2000, from NRDC and NPCA reacting to the Trust’s response (Enclosure 2 to
this report) to AY S's March 30, 2000 letter above, raised two points.® First, NRDC and NPCA continue to
dispute the conclusion regarding recirculation stating that “unreleased information about . . . impacts’ requires
the preparation of a supplemental EIS (citing CEQ regulation 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)). The Trust did not, as suggested,
fail to consider this provision. Rather, this provision is inapplicable to the circumstance here and does not lead
to the conclusion that a supplement to the EISisrequired. The Trust has provided additional analysis and
clarifying information in the FEIS. The refinements reflected in the FEIS as compared to the DEIS, such as
acknowledgement of unavoidable adverse effects and the strengthening of the cumulative impacts analysis, are
improvements made as aresult of the Trust’s careful and thoughtful consideration of public comment. Thisis
among the important aims of — indeed may be the essence of — moving from a draft to afinal version of an EIS.
The CEQ regulation cited by NRDC and NPCA is not meant to be read to suggest that whenever an agency
improves or addsto its analysis between the draft and final version of an EIS, a supplemental EISisrequired.

Quite to the contrary. The goal of the draft/final distinction in the EIS (40 C.F.R. 881502.9(a) and (b)) isto
encourage public and agency comment and provision of new information and insights such that the Final EIS
will be adocument which improves upon what was presented in the Draft EIS. In responding to such comments
in FEISs, agencies are specifically required to supplement, improve, or modify the analyses as well asto make
factual corrections, and in appropriate circumstances, to modify the alternatives including the proposed action
(40 C.F.R. §1503.4). That iswhat is expected to occur with all EISs. Indeed, if any new information were
enough to trigger yet another round of comments and responses, the NEPA process would never end.
Furthermore, such an obligation would deter agencies from responding wholeheartedly in the FEIS to
comments received as, indeed, this commentor has specifically complimented the Trust for doing in this
instance.

Rather, CEQ set adeliberately high threshold for the preparation of a supplemental EIS —“significant new
circumstances or information” which must be relevant to environmental concerns and which must bear on the
proposed action or itsimpacts (40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c)(2)(ii)). Thisuse of the “significance” threshold for
supplementation is essentially the sametest asthat for an EIS in the first instance.

Supplementation must be distinguished from another situation, one confined to Draft EISs, wherea DEISis*“so
inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis.” In such an instance, arevised draft must be recirculated. (40
C.F.R. §1502.9(a). The Trust did not conclude, at the DEIS comment stage, that the DEIS was “ so inadequate’

® In addition to the responses to NRDC and NPCA provided here, the Trust sent a supplemental |etter, dated May 16, 2000, responding to
specific matters the organizations had raised concerning the Trust’s comprehensive planning process. The Trust’s May 16, 2000 letter is
attached as Enclosure 4 to this ROD Attachment 2.
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asto fall within the purview of this recirculation requirement, which does not apply to FEISs. Rather, the draft
EIS provided sufficient analysis and scope to allow commentors to focus comments with specificity. Thisis
indication enough that the standard was met and no recirculation is required.

Because the Trust improved and modified its analysis of impacts in response to comments, the commentors
suggest that the Trust has met the “significance” threshold and must “recirculate” the FEIS. The Trust has
concluded that the recirculation provisions, which apply only to DEISs, are inapplicable, and that the
supplementation threshold has not been met. A factor to be considered is mitigation measures. Here, further
analysis between the draft and the final EIS elaborated upon potential impacts related to such topics asthe
cultural resources, cumulative effects, wastewater, and traffic. In each instance, the Trust determined that the
potential impact would be wholly or partially mitigated through the measuresidentified in the EIS to reduce
these potential impacts below the level of significance. No supplementa EISisrequired.

The comment letter also raises again the adequacy of the alternatives analyzed, claiming that based upon review
of the background financial information cited in the FEIS, the Trust apparently never considered a development
solicitation proposing alower level of development than 900,000 square feet. A letter dated May 11, 2000 from
Mr. Donald S. Green raises the same concern. In fact the Trust did consider the economics and financial return
that would result from a smaller alternative by having considered alternative revenue scenarios as it devel oped
the FMP. These FMP forecasts were later considered as part of the reasoning for having focused the
development on a 900,000-square-foot market offering. 1n addition, as part of this EIS process, the Trust has
considered the financial effects of a smaller development scheme and determined that it isinconsistent with the
FMP s goalsfor the Letterman project (see master response 10A in the Responses to Comments volume of the
FEIS for amore complete discussion). A complete summary of the reasons considered by the Trust for having
focused its alternativesin thisway is presented above in responseto AY S concerning alternative levels of
development for the 23-acre site. The Trust’s purpose and need for this project allowed it to focusits
alternatives analysisin thisway.

Mr. Green’ s |etter suggests that because of the increase in the commercial real estate market in San Francisco,
the Trust could consider a project of smaller scale that would generate the same amount of revenue. This
approach isinconsistent with the purpose and need for this project. The Letterman 23-acre development is
needed as the “economic engine” for the Presidio — the necessary means to generate sufficient revenues early
in the GMPA’ simplementation to address the critically deteriorating condition of other Presidio facilities. Even
though commercial rent values have increased since the release of the RFQ soliciting the 23-acre devel opment,
the Trust isrelying upon L etterman lease revenues to fuel other programs, investments, and capital
improvements at the Presidio as awhole. Therefore, a development of 900,000 square feet is still both needed
and desirable in order to maximize development income from this project. It isthrough the Trust’s additional
comprehensive planning for the remainder of the Presidio that the Trust and the public will then have the
opportunity to consider options for and analyze how the L etterman revenues can best be used.

2.4 California Native Plant Society
The Trust received an April 3, 2000 letter from the California Native Plant Society discussing the applicability
of the NPS Organic Act and the GGNRA Act to the Presidio and claiming that the Trust is “too easily”
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dismissing the park management and preservation goals of these statutes. A portion of the Trust’sresponseis
excerpted here:

Y ou separately have raised a concern about the applicability of the National Park Service Organic Act
and the Golden Gate National Recreation Area Act to the Presidio Trust. Purely as alegal matter,
Congress did not make the NPS Organic Act technically applicableto the Trust. That said, the Trust
fully recognizes that the Presidio is and remains part of the GGNRA. In creating the Presidio Trust,
Congress directed that the Trust manage the leasing, maintenance, rehabilitation, repair and
improvement of property within the Presidio under its administrative jurisdiction in accordance with
the purposes of the GGNRA Act. Rather than focus on the technical legal applicahility of the GGNRA
Act or the NPS Organic Act, the Trust prefers to emphasize its obligation to preserve and protect the
Presidio asa national park in accordance with the important principles of park preservation and
protection set forth in the GGNRA Act and the NPS Organic Act, and to assure you and others of its
commitment to these principles.

The Trust’s complete response, letter dated May 1, 2000 to Mr. Pete Halloran, is appended as Enclosure 4 to
this report.

2.5 National Trust for Historic Preservation, Western Office
Asaconcurring party, the National Trust concurs with the process set forth in the L etterman Complex
Programmatic Agreement (PA) for development and review of design guidelines and design plans. The
Western Office of the National Trust for Historic Preservation submitted an April 14, 2000 comment letter on
the FEIS that begins:

The National Trust for Historic Preservation would like to begin our comments on the Final EIS with
recognition and praise for a much improved document. We were pleased to see such detailed responses
to our comments on the Draft EIS, affirmation of the Presidio Trust’s commitment to the GMPA asits
principal guide for al planning at the Presidio, a promise to undergo additional comprehensive planning
at the site, inclusion of the financial management plan in the FEIS, amore detailed discussion of the
impacts to the National Historic Landmark District from the preferred and other alternatives, and greater
attention to interpreting the history of the Presidio at the L etterman site (page 1).

Following that general comment, the letter turned to specific questions and comments on the FEIS and sought
clarifications on afew issues that the National Trust believed had not been adequately addressed in the FEIS.

Enforcement of Historic Compliance Guidelines— Like the AY S commentors, the National Trust remains
concerned about the discretionary nature of the Planning and Design Guidelines and the unknown nature of the
Trust’s design and construction review process as means to avoid and mitigate impacts to the National Historic
Landmark (NHL). The National Trust, although a concurring party on the Letterman Complex PA, comments
that without mandatory application of the Guidelines, reliance on the process of the PA isinadequate to mitigate
potential impacts.
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Thereis no inconsistency in treating the Planning and Design Guidelines as both discretionary in some respects
and as the assurance needed for conformity of new construction with the NHL setting. The assurance of
compliance with the Guidelines sought by the National Trust will be available through the redundant system of
reviews, checks, and balances built into the PA. Before the Trust can implement any aspect of the proposed
design and construction, not only the SHPO, but NPS, and the public (including the National Trust and others
with historic preservation interests) will have had repeated opportunities to review and comment on the extent
to which the proposed design achieves compliance with the Guidelines as provided for in the PA. This aspect
of the PA process affords interested agencies and the public a higher level of historic compliance review than is
ordinarily afforded a project like thisinvolving new construction.

The National Trust also reiterates a concern that the “proposed development already appears inconsistent with
the Guidelines.” It isworth restating the Trust’s intent to ensure that the project design and construction
ultimately conforms as closely as practicable to the Final Guidelines. Nevertheless, the guidelines themselves
identify priorities and goals that may in their application be at odds with one another, necessitating tradeoffs
among them. To the extent that the project as proposed is not now or may not in the future be consistent with
the Final Guidelines, these departures have been identified and analyzed and the Trust will work to assure that
these departures are minimized according to the terms of the PA. (For a complete discussion of the historic
compliance process for the Letterman project, please refer to Section 1.4 of the FEIS and master responses 7A
and 7B in the Responses to Comments volume of the FEIS.)

Scenic Views and View Corridors— The National Trust agrees that removal of LAMC will improve views at the
site, but poses several questions about scenic views and view corridors as they would be affected by
Alternative5. First, views from Lincoln Boulevard looking east toward the DAC will be broad views looking
into the complex and do not play the samerole as view corridors, such as Edie Road and Torney Avenue, which
would provide visual linkages within the Letterman Complex. At points along Lincoln Boulevard, existing
open space (in the form of lawn areas) and existing trees provide a foreground with vegetative screening which
will prevent the 4-story structure from having negative impacts on Lincoln Boulevard.

Views from the historic L etterman Complex down Edie Road consist of a straight-on view of a portion of the 3-
story building facade. Next to this building is a gap approximately 50 feet wide, and then the gable end of a 2-
story bar building. This gap provides entry into an internal service courtyard, which is concealed from view.
Improvements to this view corridor might include adjustments to the alignment of the gap and elevation and
massing adjustments to better respond to the view corridor.

Traffic and Transportation — The National Trust raised two concerns regarding traffic and transportation. The
first concerned precautionary measures to protect the buildings and pedestrians from vehicular traffic in this
tightly restricted area. The one-way exit from Gorgas Avenue will be studied more thoroughly through the
Richardson Avenue PSR/PR. In developing and refining the alternative configurations of both internal and
external roadways, pedestrian safety will be a high priority and adequate measures will be taken to provide for
pedestrian safety and to ensure protection of adjacent buildings as necessary. These details will be worked out
as part of the PSR/PR process.
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Second, the National Trust sought clarification of how the funding and permitting for the reconfigured vehicular
access routes to the L etterman devel opment would be coordinated. Although afunding source for this project
has not specifically been determined, the Trust will assure funding to make the necessary intersection
improvements. Prior to final design, the Trust will be entering into a Cooperative Agreement with Caltransto
include afunding agreement. This agreement cannot be finalized until acceptance of the PSR/PR.

The Presidio Trust will be working closely with Caltrans through the PSR/PR process and Project Development
Team to insure concurrence on the direction of the proposed intersection mitigation measures as the project
progresses. Permit issuance from Caltrans for this project will occur after a satisfactory resolution of the
PSR/PR and after the final design has been completed. Caltrans regulations do not permit obtaining an
encroachment permit prior to final design acceptance. A construction schedule for this project has been
identified following the completion of the PS& E; this schedule provides for completion of the intersection
improvements prior to the opening of the development alternative. These improvements are not necessary for
construction related traffic movements.

2.6 California Department of Transportation

InitsApril 5, 2000 letter, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) restated concerns about traffic
operation and safety impacts of the proposed new intersections as outlined in the FEIS. The Trust has since met
with Caltrans and is now engaged in a process that both parties agree is designed to result in responsiveness and
an adequate resolution of Caltrans concerns. The Trust’s complete response to Caltrans, by letter dated May
11, 2000 to Mr. Harry Y. Y ahata, and Caltrans' letter dated May 16, 2000 acknowledging that the two parties
are moving toward a mutually agreeable solution of Caltrans concerns as part of the PSR/PR process are
appended as Enclosures 5 and 6 to this report.

2.7 Sierra Club and Correspondence from Jack Appel, Lewis
Ellingham, Don Hodge, Matt Jalbert, Robert E. Johnson,
Edward A. Mainland, Patrick McSweeney, Ron Patterson, and
Noreen Weeden

By letter dated April 12, 2000, the Sierra Club requested to meet with the Trust to discuss fee parking generally
and specifically asit could be applied to the L etterman project. In addition, a number of individual commentors
noted above submitted comments raising the same concerns. The comments challenged the allocation of more
than 1,500 parking spaces to the L etterman devel opment on the 23-acre site and the absence of a market rate
parking charge for the projected 2,500 site employees as being inconsistent with a goal to reduce driving at the
Presidio. On April 21, 2000, Trust staff met with the Transportation Chair of the Sierra Club and determined
that no modification of the project is warranted based upon the comments received. For a more complete
response to the concerns, please refer to master responses 19 and 20 in the Responses to Comments volume of
the FEIS.

2.8 Tides Foundation and Tides Center

In aletter dated May 8, 2000, the Tides Foundation and Tides Center submitted comments on the FEIS stating

[W]ewould liketo first express our appreciation for the thoughtful manner in which the Trust has
attempted to respond to our concerns on the draft EIS. . .. Wewould aso like to acknowledge the
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Trust’s responsiveness to public requests for additional time in which to reply to thisimportant
document.

The FEIS and [responses to comments] provide new and significant information indicating, among
other things, awillingness on the Trust’ s behalf [sic] to move toward a more comprehensive and
publicly articulated plan for both the L etterman Complex as well asthe entire Presidio. Whilewe
applaud this change, there still remain a number of broad and conflicting statements, which keep us
from fully supporting the Final Letterman EIS.” [page 1]

From these initial comments, the commentor went on to request information and clarification regarding the
Trust’s comprehensive planning as a demonstration of the Trust’s good faith intentions to make the renewed
comprehensive planning process for the Presidio meaningful. The Trust’sinitial response to the specific
commitments sought is set forth in the | etter dated May 17, 2000, appended as Enclosure 7 of this ROD
Attachment 2.

2.9 Neighborhood Associations for Presidio Planning (NAPP)

By comment letter dated April 12, 2000, NAPP representing 10 neighborhood associations adjacent to the
Presidio offered comments specific to the Letterman Planning and Design Guidelines. They wrote (1) seeking
to ensure open space through the devel opment of the 7-acre “ Great Lawn” and through building devel opment
that “would not turn its back on the adjacent neighborhood”; (2) proposing alternative scales of development
within the 23-acre site rather than a*fine-grained” pattern of development; and (3) objecting to the devel opment
of streetsin the interior of the site and to using streets as the means to preserve view corridors. None of these
comments warrant changes to the proposed action.

2.10 Margaret Kettunen Zegart

The commentor suggests that the entire L etterman Complex should be landscaped as a condition of occupancy
of the 23-acre site. Whilethe Presidio Trust isin support of landscape improvements within the unaffected
portions of the complex, this would be difficult to impose upon the proponent of Alternative 5. The commentor
also questioned the adequacy of traffic mitigation measures and the absence of square footage capsin the
Planning and Design Guidelines. These issues are discussed in master responses 7A and 19 in the Responses to
Comments volume of the FEIS.

2.11 Correspondence from Supervisor Candidate Davy Jones, Bea
Kronert, and Jill Griffin

The Trust received a number of letters listed above generally reflecting support of the proposed action at the
L etterman Complex.
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Enclosure 1

April 10, 2000

Dear Presidio Trust Supporter:

By this notice, the Trust is infonning interested parties that additional time is available to review
the Final Environmental Impuct Staternent and Planning Guidelines for New Develapment and
Uscs on 23 Acres within the Letterman Complex (Final Letterman EIS or FEIS) beyond the
minimum 30-day no-action period. The Presidio Trust Board will not take any action or make 2
final decision on the Final Letterman EIS prior to the Board"s regularly scheduled meeting on
May 18, 2000, The cffect of this decision is to extend the fina! review period for about another
month.

Because the 30-day no-action period is not a formal comment period, it does nut establish a
formal comment deadline. Nevertheless, as part of its own internal final review, the Trust will
consider all public views and comments provided to help inform the Buard’s decision and
received prior o formal Board action.

On March 17, 2000, by publication of a natice in the Federn! Regiser, the Presidio Trust formally
released the Final Letierman ELS for public review. The National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) requires that no decision on the proposed Letterman Complex action be made or
recorded by the Presidio Trust until at least 30 days after publication of the notice of the FEIS in
the federal register. A number of FEIS reviewers have roquested adililional time to review the
FEIS beyond April 17, 2000, the minimum 30 days available under NEPA. The Trust wishes to
be responsive to these requests and is thus providing notice of the additional review time
nvailahle.

COPIES OF THE FINAL LETTERMAN EIS The Final Letterman EIS can be
reviewed on the Presidio Trust web-site at www pregidiotiust pov by clicking on “Library™ and
then “Postings™ ar by reviewing a copy at the Presidio Trust Library at the address below (Trust
Librarion: Rarbara Jamis {415) 561-5343). A copy of the Final Letterman EIS can be obtained by
malang o request to:

NEPA Compliance {oordmator - Atin; Letterman Complex
Presidio Trust

34 Graham Strest, P.0. Box 29052

San Francisco, CA 941290052

Fax: 415-561-5315

E-mail: planning@nresidiotrust. gov

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT John Pelks, NEPA Compliance
Coordinater, Presidio Trust, 34 Graham Street, P.O. Box 29052, San Prancisco, CA 94129-0052.

Telephone: 415-561-5300.

54 Grabham Srrcrl, Pose Office Boa 290512, San Francisco, Califarnia 94129-0052
415/56]—55”“ Fax 561-5315 preaidio@preai‘liollu“.sov
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PRESIDIS TRUST

April 11, 2000
VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MALL

Johanna Wald PBrian Huse

Makonal Resource Defense Council National Parks Conservation Associgtion
T Stevenson Street, Suite 1825 P.O. Box 1289

San Francisco, Californis 94105 Oakland, California 94604

Dear Ms. Wald and Mr. Huse:

This letter is in response to your tevised letter dated March 30, 2000 (the “Letter”) submitied on
behalf of As You Sow, Golden Gate Audubon Society, National Parks Conservation Association,
Natural Resources Defensc Council, San Francisco League of Conservation Voters, San
Francisco Tomorrow, San Francisco Tree Council, Sierra Club, and the Wilderness Society
{collectively, “AYS™) as comments on the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Flanning
Guidelines for New Development and Uses on 23 Acres within the Letterman Complex (“Final
EIS™).

The Presidio Trust (“Trust”) appreciates AYS' acknowledgement of the serious and thoughtful
efforts the Trust has made to respond to commenis that AYS and others raised on the Draft E1S.
Your comments on the Draft EIS were most helpful in assisting us to improve upon the Final EIS,
and we wish to acknowledge your important contributions to the Final KIS.

We note that you have requested "re-cireulation” of the FEIS (rather than & supplemnental EIS) su
that the Trust may take additional comment and respond to such comments. The Trust's
response to that request and to the other issues raised in your leticr follows, with each of the
points addressed in more detail below:

1) With respect to AYS’ request for an extended review period and re-circulation of the Final
EIS, the Trust is agreeable 1o extending the 30-day review period, but declines to re-circulate
the Finat EIS,

2) This letter provides responses to questions you raise concerning the "Liust’s commitment to
comprehensive planning.

3) The more epecific comments or questions regarding the contents of the Final EIS raiscd in
your Letter will be considered and addressed as appropriate in the Trust's record of decision
(ROD) or in a report sccompanying the ROD.,

! Reocirculation docs not usually accur afer the close of comments i an FEIS 40 CFR §1503.1(b}

54 Gruhum Stresr, Posr O ffice RBox 29052, Sau Franciscw, Cualiformia 94125, 0053
415/561-5300 Faz 561-5315 Prclidin@l’residiolrusl,snr
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Re-circulation of EIS

The Trust agrees that the FEIS reflects improved analysis and some new information. As a result
of the improvements that were made in response to public comment, however, your letter
concludes that ve-circulation of the EIS iz required by NEPA. The Trust vespectfully disagrees.

The legal standard in 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(2)(1)ii) to which your Letter refers is a portion of the
standard applicable to determining when o supptemental EIS is required. Thit standard iz
inapplicable to the question of whether re-circulation is required under NEPA in this instance.

Under the NEPA regulations, re-circulation is required only “T] { a draft statement is so -
inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis. . .." 40 CFR. § 1502.9(s). The Draft EIS
raleased in April 1999 did not meet this high threshold for re~circulation. Public commentators
were ghle in use the draft tn focus comments with specificity, and this is indication enough that
the Dreft EIS did not preclude but rather provided sufficient analysis to meet the aboye standard.
The Final EIS, as your letter acknowledges, is much improved, in part due to your thoughtful
suggestions. The improvements and new information in the Final EIS reflect the very purpose for
soliciting public comment in the NEPA process. NEPA's opportunity for public comment and
input on the Draft EIS allowed the Trust to be responsive, o provide additional analysis and
clarifying information, and generally to make improvements when moving from the Draft to the
Final EIS, Whatever inadequacics may have existed in the Draft EIS, if any, they did not in the
end prevent meaningul analysis, and therefore no re-circulation is required.

Extended Review Period

The Trust nevertheless wishes to be responsive to the request made by AYS and others for
additional time to review the informnation in the Final EIS. We therefore are notifying you thal
the Presidio Trust Beard will not take any action or make & final decision on this 23-acre
Lettenmaun project prior to its reguiarly scheduled meeting on May 18, 2000, The practical effect
of this is to extend the no-gction period for another month, The Trust will ensure full public
notification of the additional review time available by a direct mailing to parties who received the
Final EIS (including those who submitted substantive comments on the Drafy EIS) and by posting
a notice on its web-sitc.

The Trust will reach its decision based upon the entire record for the proposed action. Although
the no-sction period is not a formal comment period, all comments received during this time will
be a part of that record and 1o the extent appropriate and warranied the Trust will respand to such
comments in its record of decision (ROD) or in a report accompanying the ROD.

After nearly two years of public process on the Letterman project end in light of the importance
of this project to the Presidio’s overall financial viability, the additional review period and
approach o comments offered during the no-action period is a reasonable accommodation of the
interests of parties who are striving toward o common end—the preservalion, protection and
cahancement of the Presidio,

Comprchensive Plamming Commitment

The Trust’s snnomncement of comprehensive planning was made with this common end in mind.
Yet AYS states that it perceives the Trust’'s announcement as intentionally “vague” and
inadequate for its lack of “detail.” The irony in this is that it illustrates what may have hesn an
overreaction by both the Trust and AYS. In making its announcement, the Trust does oot have
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much detail to offer because it wished to avoid even the appearance that it had made decigions on
important qucstions of scope without public involvement. AYS on the other hand is unwilling to
accept the Trust's commitment to this process until it is verified through decisiveness and detail.

The concepts summarized below constitute the Trust's current evolution of thought on the topics
your Letter raises and are in response to the specific questions posed by AYS in its Letter
regarding such planning. These concepts will be honed and clarified as the scoping process
unfolds.

The Trust is fully committed to a planning effort that will encompass all of Area B, will be
condusted pursuant to NEPA, and will follow the NEPA procedural requirements. The Trust
is not exempt from NEPA, and accordingly the Tust fully intends to follow NEPA's
precedural requirements throughoul this plaaning process.

The GMPA will form the foundation of the planning effort. The Trust docs not intend to start
from scratch or to repudiate the GMPA. This planning will, however, take into account
intervening cvents that have altered the GMPAs site-specific assumptions, changed
circumstances and new opportunities that have arisen since the 1994 GMPA was finalized,
and new Trust mandates. The Trust expects the product of the planning effort to be an update
of the 1994 GMFA for Area B of the Presidio with an associated supplemental environmental
impact statement (SEIS) that is ticred off the 1994 GMPA EIS. For purposes of
distinguishing the National Park Service's 1994 GMPA from the Trust’s updatc, the Trust’s
plan will be known as the Presidio Trust Implementation Plan (PTIP). The FTIP SEIS will
louk at a range of development alternatives throughout the park. We also anticipate the
plamning effort to address AYS’ call for the Trust to clearly articulate its comprehensive
vision for the Presidio.

The Trust anticipates that it will integrate into this planming ¢ffort the components of the
comprehensive management program referred to in section 104(c} of the Trust Act.

With respect to enforceability, a plan is a planning, managsment, und implementation tool
and does not earry the force of law. Nevertheless, the sesulting updated plan, once adopted
by the Board at the conclusion of the process is anticipated to become the goveming plan and
policy direetive for the Trust for all activities within Area 13 of the Presidio.

The Trust estimatcs a planning ¢ffort of up to 18 months with formal scoping anticipated to
begin in July/August 2000. We would anticipate mecting with you to diseuss preliminary
thoughts on the planning process prior to the start of formal scoping.

The Trust does not intend 1o bring operations to a halt during the updated planning effort.
Rather, the GMPA will continue to serve as the governing comprehensive plan for the
Presidio, and the Trust will continue to move forward on actions that are contemplated in the
GMPA, or, if they diverge or are not adequately analyzed under the GMPA, will subject such
actions as appropriate to further NEPA analysis (¢.g., Vegetation Management Plan,
Mountain Lake Enhancement, and leasing and other activities). In addition, the Trust will
move ahead with an interim leasing program. These interim, temporary, and short term
leases are being offered to allow gencration of some revenue necessary for operation and
maintenance of existing buildings and infrastructure while the planning process proceeds and
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to provide for interim oecupancy of historic structures so as 1o prevent or mitigate the
continued detericration that results from sustained vacancy.

* To seek decigions or commitments from the Trust at thie time concerning tenant selection
criteria or numeric goals for any type of tenant overreaches and is premature and
inappropriate. Keeping in mind the tenant selection criteria of the Trust Act, the Trust will
cngage in discusgion concerning a range of tenant types and range of icnant selection factars
as these issues are identified as relevant to the decision-meking during the overall planning
process. Several provisions of the Trust Act make the market a relevant decision-making
factor in tenant selection. The Trust has never stated, however, that the market is the sole
mechanigm for finding tenants. These questions of tenant selection criteria will be discussed
at an apprapriate stage of the planning effort.

Rather than looking hack, the Trust’s commitment (o comprehensive planning is a commitment tu
look forward to the fislure of the Presidio. As you know, the Trust does not consider the PTIP
SEIS w0 be one required by law, bui we are in compiete agreement with you that such planning is
good policy at this point in the Presidio’s future, The Trust hopes that AY'S will be an intcgral
and constructive part of that process and with the Trust will work toward improving our
communications so as to promote an atmosphere of mutual trust and Tespect.

S@;ﬁ‘“L

General Counsel
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May 16, 2000
Brian Husc Johanna Wald
MNational Parks Conservation Association National Resource Dicfensc Coamnicil
P.O. Box 1289 71 Stevenson Street, Suite 1825
Oakland, California 94604 San Francisco, Califomnia 94105
Dear Brian and Johanna:

Thank you For your letter of May 3, 2000. The issuc of a smaller development project at the
Letterman site and the recirculavion of dhe Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) [ur the propesed
23-zcre Letterman Complex project will be addressed in the report accompanying the Rocord of Decision.
The purposc of this letter is to respond to your questions relating to the Presidio Tiust Implementation Plan
{PTIP) process.

In your latest letier, you allude to an vnderlying concem that there is “a fundamental difference
between how the Trust and our organizations view the requirement to achisve self-sufficiency,” We
believe that the PTTP process will provide us wilh o constructive forwn for addressing the financial
sufficiency requirements applicable to the 'I'rust. As part of thig process, the Trust intends to update the
FMP, engage in discussions regarding the Trust’s mandate to achieve "financial self-sufficieacy”, obiain
public input regarding alternative levels of development, and evaluare the financial and programmatic
conssguences of these abicmatives. To the extent that your focus will be to have the Trust revise the
Financial Management Program “to allow the least amount of development that will permid the financial
mandate to be met”, this interpretation of financial self-guificiency can be fully addressed as pamn of FTIP.
We offer this datail as further assurance that the Trust is fully committed to making the Presidie Trust
Implementation Plan (PTIP) process comprebensive and meaningful.

As further assurance of the Trust's commitment to make the PTIP process meaningful, we wish to
clarify that pending the completion of the PTIP, the Trust intends generally to retrain from eplering into
new commitments for long-term projects, The Trust instead will focus on interim leasing, both as a revenus
source and to minintize further deterioration of historic buildings, and on concluding those projects that
already heve undergone or are well into the environmental review process.

Through the PTIP process, the Trust seeks to engage the public in 2 new dialogue in help updaiz
the vision and plan for the Presidia that is responsive to the Trust's mandates including, but not limited fo,
its nead to achieve financial sebf sufficiency. We intand that thiz process will make timely and steady
progeess toward the creation of an updatad plan and we believe that the public will b beat served by such a
process. Toward that end, we wish to extend an invitation to you and the groups on behatf of whom you
write to meet informally to discuss these and other preliminary ideag prior to initiation of a formal scoping
process. 1 will contact you next week 1o discuss how we can hest engage your organizations and to discuss
& proposed achedule of mectings.

o ol

A. Cook
General Counsel

34 Graham Strect, Posrt Office Box 29052, Sun Feancitca, California 94129-005%
415/561-5500  Fax 561-6518  presidio@presidiotrusr.gov
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Enclosure 4

May 1, 2000

Mr. Pete Holloran

President

California Native Plant Society
Yerba Buena Chapter

150 Haight Street, #102

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mr. Holloran:

Thark you for your letter of April 3, 2000 to John Pelka, the Presidio Trust's
NEPA Compliance Coordinator. As you requested, the Trust will consider the comments
contained in the March 30, 2000 letter on behalf of As You Sow and other organizations (the
“AYS letter”} 10 represent your organization’s comments as well. For that reason, 1 have
enciosed a copy of the Trust’s response to the AY'S letter,

You separately have raised a concern about the applicability of the National
Park Service Organic Act and the Golden Gate National Recreation Area Act to the Presidio
Trust. Purely as a legal matter, Congress did not make the NPS Organic Act technically
applicable to the Trust. That said, the Trust fully recognizes that the Presidio is and remains
part of the GGNRA. In creating the Presidio Trust, Congress directed that the Trust manage
the leasing, maintenance, rehabilitation, repair and improvement of property within the
Presidio under its administrative jurisdiction in accordance with the purposes of the GGNRA
Act, Rather than focus on the technical legal applicability of the GGNRA Act or the NPS
Organic Act, the Trust prefers to emphasize its obligation ta preserve and protect the Presidia
as a national park in accordance with the important principles of park preservation and
protection set forth in the GGNRA Act and the NPS Organic Act, and to assure you and
others of its commitment to these principles.

As you know, the NPS Organic Act, which established the Natianal Park
Service, also sets forth the fundamental purpose of areas under the NPS” jurisdiction, “which
purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as

34 Graham Streer, Post Oflice Box 19052, 8San Fruncizeo, Califoenia 94129-0051
£15/561-5800  Fax 561-53515  presidio@presidiotrust.gor
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will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” This fundamental
purpose underlies and is incorporated in the stated purposes of the GGNRA Act.

Far from having cast these important tenets aside, the Trust’s Board of
Directors, in its Resolution 99-11, has affirmed its commitment to adhering to the purposes
of the GGNRA Act and has identified those purposes as the following:

1. To preserve the Presidio for public use and enjoyment;

2 To provide for the maintenance of needed recreational open space
necessary to urban environment and planning;

3 To provide for recreation and educational opportunities consistent with
sound principles of land use planning and management; and

4. To preserve the (Golden Gate National Recreation Area, as far as
possible, in its natural setting, and protect it from development and uses
that would destroy the scenic beauty and natural character of the aren.

In addition, the Trust is required to excrcise its authorities in accordance with
the general ohjectives of the General Management Plan approved for the Presidio. The
Trust’s Board of Directors identified these “general objectives” in its Resolution 99-11 as the
following:

1. To preserve and (where appropriate) enhance the historical, cultural,
natural, recreational, and scenic resources of the Presidio;

2. To address the needs of Presidio visitors, tenants, and residents for
community services such as transportation, water, power, waste
management, and public safety (among others) in an environmentally
responsible manner, while respecting neighboring communities;

3. To increase open space, consolidate developed space, and provide for
appropriate uses of the Presidio, including uses that involve
stewardship and sustainability, cross-cultural and international
cooperation, community service and restoration, health and scientific
discovery, recreation, the arts, education, research, innovation, and/or
communication; and
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4, To sustain the Presidio indefinitely as a great national park in an urban
area.

The Trust’s Board of Directors has directed the staff to be guided by the
statements in Resolution 99-11 in the Trust’s management of the property under its
administrative jurisdiction. Through the vehicle of the Trust Act and the Trust’s policy
directives, the Trust is thus subject to the important park preservation prmc1ples embodied m
the GGNRA Act and the NPS Organic Act.

In closing, the Trust wishes to acknowledge and express its gratitude for the
many hours that you and your organization have dedicated to the preservation of the Presidio.
Y our efforts, both past and ongoing, and those of other dedicated supporters are cruciai as we
move forward in the next chapter of this unique and significant place.

Thank you again for your continuing contributions to the Presidio.

0Lk

A Cook
General Counsel

LETTERMAN cC oM P LE X
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THL

PRESIDIO TRUST

April 11, 2000

YIA FACSIMILE AND US. MAIT

Johanna Wald Brian Huse

National Resoures Defense Council National Parks Conssrvation Association
71 Stevenaon Street, Suile 1825 P.O. Box 1289

San Franciseo, Califomin 84105 Onakland, California 54604

Dear Ms. Wald and Mr. Huse:

This letter ia in response to Your reviscd letter dated March 30, 2000 (the “Letter™) submitied on
behalf of As You Saw, Golden Gate Andubon Society, National Parks Conservation Association,
Natural Resources Defense Council, San Francisco League of Conservation Voters, Sun
Francisco Tomorrow, San Francisce Tree Couneil, Sierra Club, and the Wilderness Socicty
(collectively, “AYS"™) as comments on the Final Environmental [mpact Statement and Planning
Guidelines for New Development and Uses on 23 Actes within the Letterman Complex (“Final
EIS™).

The Presidio Trust (“Trust™) appreciates AYS” acknowledgement of the scrious and

efforts the Trust has made to respond to comments that AYS and others raised on the Draft EIS,
Vour eomments on the Draft EIS were most helpful in assisting us tn improve upen the Final EIS,
and we wish to acknowledge your impartant contributions to the Final EIS.

We note that you have requested “re-circulation™ of the FEIS (rather than 8 supplemental EIS) so
that the Trust may taks additional comment and respond to such comments! The Trust’s
respmsctuﬁmtrequestmdtoﬂlconmissucsmisediuyuurlmfdllows.wiﬂlmhofﬂie
points addressed in more detail below:

‘1) With respect 10 AYS' requast for an extended review period sud re-circulation of the Final
EIS, the Trust is agreeable to extending the 30-day review period, but Jeclines to re-circulate
the Final EIS.

2) This lener provides rosponscs to questions you raisc concerning the Trust's commitment to
comprchensive planning.

3) The more specific comments ur questions regarding the contents of the Final EIS ruised in
your Letter will be considered and addressed as appropriate in the Trust's record of decision

(ROD) or in a report accompenying the ROD.

* Ro-circulation docs not ususlly occur sfier the close of comments oo an FEIS 40 CFR §1503. 1(b}

24 Graham Strcct, Posr Offiee Box 29052, San Franciave, Culifacuia 941290041
415/661-5300  Fax 561.5313 presidie@presidiorrusr.gov
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Re-circulation of EIS

The Trust agrees that the FEIS reflects improved analysis and soms new information. As a result
of the improvements that were made in response lo public comment, however, your letier
concludes that re-circulation of the EIS is required by NEPA. The Trust respectfully disagrees.

The legal standard in 40 C.RR. § 1502.%c)1)(ii) to which your Letter refers is a portion of the
standard applicable to determining when a supplemental EIS is required. This standard is
inapplicable to the question of whether re-circulation is required under NEPA in this instance.

Under the NEPA regulations, re-circulstion is required only *[1) fa draft seatemnent is so
inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis. . .." 40 CFR § 1502.9(a). The Dmaft EIS
released in Aptil 1999 did not meet this high threshald for re-circulation. Public commentators
were sble to uss the draft to focuz comments with specificity, and this is indication enough that
the Draft EIS did not preclude but rather provided sufficient analysic to meet the above standard.
The Final EIS, as your letter ackmowicdges, is much improved, in pan due 1o your thoughtful
mggestions.'l‘heimprowmmtamdmwinfomnﬁonintheFﬁulElSreﬂoctthcvwwsefor
soliciting public comment in the NEPA process. NEPA's opportunity for public comment and
input on the Draft EIS allowed the Trust to be responsive, to provide additional analysis snd
clarifying information, and generally to make improvements wien moving from the Draft to the
Final EIS. Whatever inadequacies may have existed in the Draft EIS, if any, they did not in the
end prevent meaningful analysis, and therefore no re-circulation is required.

Extended Review Period

The Trust neveriheless wishes (o be responsive to the request made by AYS and others for
additional time ta review the information in the Final EIS. We therefore arc notifying you that
the Presidic Trust Board will not take any action of make a final decision on this 23-acre
Letierman project prior to its regularly scheduled meeting on May 18, 2000, The practical effect
of this is to extend the no-action period for another manth. The Trust will ensure full public
notification of the additional review time available by a direct mailing to parties who received the
Final EIS (including those who submitted substantive commenis on the Draft EIS) and by posting
a notice on its web-site.

The Trust will reach its decision based upon the entire record for the proposed action. Although
the no-action period is not a formal comment period, all comments received during this time will
benpmofﬂmmoordmdwtheeantappmpﬁmemntedﬂnmstwﬂlmspmdmsmh
comments in its record of decision (ROD) or in a report accompanying the ROD.

Afer nearly two years of public process on the Lettcrman project and in light of the imporiance
of this project to the Presidio’s overall financial viability, the additional review period and
approach to comments offered during the no-action period is a reasonable accommodation af the
interests of partics who are striving toward a common end—the preservation, protection and
cnhancetment of the Pregidio.

Comprehensive Planning Commitment

The Trust's announcement of comprehensive plaming was made with this common end in mind.
Yet AYS states that it perceives the Trust’s announcement as intenticnally “vaguc™ and
inadequate for its lack of “demil.” The irony in this is that it illustrates what may have been an
overreaction by both the Trust and AYS. In making its announcement, the Trust does not have
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ruch detail to offtr because it wished to avoid even the appesrance that it had made decisions on
impaortant questions of seope without public involvernent. AYS on the other hand is unwilling to
accopt the Trust’s commitment to this process until it is verified through decisiveneas and detail,

The concepts summarized below constinute the Trust’s current evolution of thought on the topics
your Letter raises and are in responsc 10 the specific questions poded by AYS in its Letter
regarding such planning, These concepts will be honed and clarified as the scoping process
unfolds.

s  The Trust is fully committed to a planning cffort that will encompass all of Arca B, will be
conducted pursuant to NEPA, and will follow the NEPA procedursl requirements. The Trust
is not excmpt firom NEPA, and accordingty the Trust fully intends to follow NEFPA's
procedural requirements thmughout this plamming procesa.

* The GMPA will form the foundation of the planning efforte. The Trust does not intend to siart
from scratch o to repudiate the GMPA. This planning will, however, take into account
intervening cvents that have attered the GMPA's site-specific sssumptions, changed
circumstances and new opportunitics that have arisen since the 1954 GMPA was finalized,
and new Trust mandates, The Trust expects the product of the planning ffort to be an update
of the 1994 GMPA for Aren B of the Presidio with an associated supplemental environmental
impact statement {SEIS) that is tiered off the 1994 GMPA EIS. For purposes of
distinguishing the National Park Service’s 1994 GMPA from the Trust's update, the Truat's
plan will be known as the Pregidic Trust Implementation Plan (PTIP). The PTIP SEIS will
look at a range of development alternativea throughout the park. We also anticipate the
planning effort 10 address AYS' call for the Trust to clearly articulate its comprehensive
vision for the Preidia.

s The Trust anticipates that it will integrate into this plarming effort the components of the
comprehensive management program referred to in section 104(c) of the Trust Act.

s  With respect to enfireenbility, » pian ix 8 planming, management, and implementation tool -
and does not carry the force of law. Nevertheless, the resulting updated plan, once adopted
by the Boand at the conelusion of the process is anticipated to hecome the governing plan and
palicy directive for the Trust for all activities within Area B of the Presidio.

+ The Trust estimates a planning effort of up to 18 months with formal scoping anticipated to
begin in July/August 2000. We would anticipaie meeting with you to discuss preliminary
thoughts on the planning process prior to the start of formal scoping.

¢ The Trust does not intend 1o bring operations to a halt during the updated planning ffort.
Rather, the GMPA will continue to serve as the governing comprehensive plan for the
Presidio, and the Trust will continue to move forward on actions that are contemplated in the
GMPA, or, if they diverge or are not adequately analyzed under the GMPA, will subject such
actions as appropriate to further NEPA analysis (e.g., Vegetation Management Plan,
Mountain Lake Enhancement, and leasing and other activities), In addition, the Trust will
move ahead with an interim leasing program. These interim, temporary, and short term
leases are being offered to allow generation of some revenue necessary for operation and
maintenance of existing buildings and infrastructura while the planning process proceeds and
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to provide for interim oecupaney of historic structures so a5 1o prevent or mitigate the
continued deteriorstion that results from sustained vacancy.

» To seek decigions or commitments from the Trust at thie time concerning tenant gelection
criteria or numeric goals for any type of tenant overreaches and is premature and
inappropriate. Keeping in mind the tenant selection criteria of the Trust Act, the Trust will
cngage in discussion concerning a range of tenant types and range of {enant selection factors
as these issues are identified as relevant to the decision-meking during the overall planning
process. Several provisions of the Trust Act make the market a relevant decision-making
factor in tenant selection. The Trust has never stated, however, that the market is the sole
mechanigm for finding tenants. These questions of tenant selection criteria will be discussed
at an appropriate atage of the planning effort.

Rather than looking hack, the Trust’s commitment (o comprehensive planning is a commitment tu
look forward to the filure of the Presidio. As you know, the Trust does not consider the PTIP
SEIS 1 be one required by law, but we are in complete agreement with you that such planning is
good policy at this point in the Presidio’s future, The Trust hopes that AY'S will be an intcgral
and constructive part of that process and with the Trust will work toward improving our
communications so as to promote an atmosphere of mutual trust and Tespect.

S@;ﬁ‘“L

General Counsel
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Enclosure 5

TRE

PRESIDIO TRUST

May 11, 2000

Mr, Harry Y. Yahata

District Director

California Department of Transportation
District 4 )

PO Box 23660 :

Oakland, CA 94623 — 0660

Attn: Jean Finney, District Branch Chief, IGR/CEQA
Subject: FEIS und Planning Guideliues for the Letterman Complex
Dear Mr, Yahata:

Thank you for your April 5 letier relaying Caltrans’ comments on the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Letterman Complex. The Presidic Trust
would like to ensure that our two agencies have designed a process that will address
Caltrans’ concerns expeditiously and completely. We thought we had addressed your
specific concerns in our respanse 1o comments in the Final EIS, but from your letter it
seems you were looking for something more, Toward that end, since receiving your
letter, the Trust has been in more reguiar contact and will continue this approach to
ensure the ongoing cooperation of Caltrans on the Letterman project. With this
commitment to mote fully address Caltrans® issues, the Trust looks forward to a
continued joint effort in implementing the project-related Richardson Avenue intersection
improvements idenufied in the FEIS.

Your letter referrad to issues previously raised in your June 7, 1999 letter commenting on
the DEIS. Those concerns related to capacity and queuing at the proposed new
intersections on Richardson Avenue (Highway 101) in the vicinity of the Letterman
complex. The Trust set out its initial response and approach 1o these subjects in
Responsc to Comment Letter 11 on page 106, and in Master Response 18, on page 43 of
the Response to Cormments valume of the FEIS. Master Response 18 provided capacity
information and estimates of quening distances, assuming that the Trust would prepare a
combined Project Study Report and Project Report, in which detailed design issues and
alternatives would be fully analyzed.

Since receiving your comment letter on the FEIS, the Trust has made a concerted effort to

expedite the process that was presented in the FEIS response to comments. As
recommended in your April 5 letter, Trust staff and consultants met with Caltrans design,
traffic operations and environmental staff at District 4 Headquarters on April 13, 2000.

54 Giulhiaw Siveer, Post Office Box 23052, San Francisce, California 9412%-0442
415/561-5300  Fax 551-5315 precidia@presidiorrusr-goy
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To respond to Caltrans’ issues, we accelerated the analysis anticipated 10 occur later in
the PSR/PR process by directing our consultants, Wilbur Smith Associates, to
immediately begin collecting additional field data and analyze traffic operations related
to the intevsections. A technical memorandum outlining their findings is attached. The
Trust also held a meeting with Caltrans traffic operations staff on May 2 to discuss the
findings of the report,

Caltrans primary concems, as we understand them, can be categorized as follows:

¢ A need (o maintain current lane capacity through the intersections

s A need to keep southbound traffic from backing up from the new intersections to the
“gore” where the ramp from Doyle Drive splits into two branches going to cither
Richardson Avenue or Marina Boulevard,

» The safety of vehicles as they enter the back of the southbound queue behind the twa
intersections.

These concerns are addressed below:

Lane eapacity: The FEIS indicates, and the Trust will ensure as we proceed through the
design proccss, that futurc intersections will maintain the current three through lanes in
either direction. The EIS traffic analysis for the intcrscctions considers the three lanes
(Appendix A of the Presidio Letterman Complex Transporiation Technical Report,
February 28, 2000.),

Queuing onto Doyle Drive: Analysis in the attached memorandum; based on both field
observations and use of the Synchro traffic model indicates an average queue of 430 feet
and a maximum queue of 850 feet in the critical southbound peak hour of 7:30-8:30AM.
The distance between the westernmost proposed intersection and the *gore” beginning
the Doyle Drive mainline is 1,475 feet — considerably greater than the maximum queue -
50 under normal (non-incident) conditions, the mainline will not be impacted.

Safety of southbound vehicles entering the back of the quene: Even though the queue
does not extend to the mainline, it will extend on occasion to the ramp from Doyle to
Richardson Avenue, leading to concern about adequate stopping sight distance on the
curved section of the ramp. This is an issue that will be resolved in PSR/PR development
but, as suggested, we have addressed it carly in the proccas.

As Figures 2 and 3 in the attached memorandum show, queucs behind the propesed
westerm intersection will typically extend onto the curved ramp during the AM peak hour.
However, the stopping sight distance problem is improved considerably if stops at that
intersection are eliminated in the AM peak. Figure 3 shows that the required stopping
sight distance for the average queue is on the roadway tangent while Figure 4 indicates
that the required stopping sight distance for the maximum queue extends slightly onto the
curved ramp.

A two-intersection solution was suggested in the FEIS because a three-phase signal
including lefi turns from the Presidio to Richardson Avenue wesibound could not be
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accommodated in the AM peak hour due to the high volume of eastbound through traffic.

The memorandum suggests two other possible solutions leading toward a single

intersection in the AM peak period:

o Close the western intersection in the AM period and put the signal on yellow flashing,
or

» Redesign the 2astern intersection to allow left turns onto Richardson Avenue, but
prohibit those turns in the AM peak.

Both of these options will be studied in development of the PSR/PR. In addition, we will
examine the possibility of moving the primary intersection somewhat further cast while
ensuring sufficient length to accommodate northbound Ieft turns into the Letterman
Complex. As a further safety measure, our cunsultants propose & number of wamning
signs that will further alert motorists to the fact that the freeway is ending and that a
signal is ahead.

We are confident that these combinations of changes will provide a satisfactory
resolution of Caltrans’ concerns. These proposed changes will be discussed in the initial
meeting of the Project Development Team meeting to be held at the Presidic Trust on
May 17.

Along with the technical and community involvement efforts involved in preparing the
PSR/PR, the Trust will work with Caltrans to prepare a draft Cooperative Agreement for
final design and construction. Although we understand that this agreement cannot be
finalized until approval of the PSR/PR, we expect to have a draft document in place in
the next few months so that a final agreement can be prepared as soon as possible after
approval of the PSR/PR.

We look forward to continuation of our cooperative working relationship with your staff
in bringing this project to a successful conclusion.

Sincerely,

Deputy Director for Plarming
Enclosure

¢c:  Keyhan Moghbel, Caltrans
Rod Oto, Caltrans
Jerry Robibing, CCSF
Richard Tilles, Presidio Trust
Luba Wyzayckyji, Wilbur Smith Associates
Lois Stevens, Parsons Transportation Group

2'32 LETTERMAN C OM P L E X



ENCLOSURE 5

AN
Fr TSy
uSRusry
N\

MEMORANDUM

San Francisco Office
May 2, 2000 . Project Number: 339070

To: Dick Tilles, The Presidio Trust
From: LubaC. Wyznyckyj/Amy R. Marshall

Subject: Southbound Queue on Richardson Avenue during the Moming Commute
Period

In response to Caltrans concerns about the traffic operation and safety impacts of the
proposed new intersections on Richardson Avepue, the following additional analyses

were conducted:
1. Field surveys of existing conditions
2. Review of traffic operations analysis using the Synchro software
3.Review of alternative operations and appropriate warning devices

Field Serveys of Existing Conditions

Field surveys of southbound traffic operations on Richardson Avenue were conducted on
Tuesday, April 25 and Thursday, April 27, 2000. Surveys were conducted during the
AM peak hour of 7:30 to 8:30 AM, as this time reflects the highest traffic volumes and
greatest queues s the approach to the traffic signal at Lyon Steet/Francisco Street.
During the AM peak hour southbound traffic volumes approaching the signal are about
3,290 vehicles per hour (vph).

The maximum queue length was recorded for each signal cycle during the peak hour.
The maximum queue occurs shortly after the signal turns green when additional vehicles
are added to the end of the queue. The field surveys indicated that the greatest queune
occurred in the middle traffic lane, with the left-most lane (the lane adjacent to the
median) containing the shartest quene.

The field survey indicates that the southbound queue does not extend beyond the
southeastern edge of the second YMCA building (Building 1152) for 80 percent of the
peak hour signal cycles. The average peak hour quene length is 485 feet, and the
maximum queue length is 860 feet. The median observed queue length was 450 feet.
Figure L depicts the average and maximum queuve length on Richardson Avenue during
the merming peak commute hour,
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Review of Synchro Calculations

The traffic operations analysis in the Letterman Complex EIS/EIR Responses 1o
Comeents was conducted using the Synchro software as it considers the operation of
multiple signals in close proximity as a system, rather than as isolated imiersections.
Synchro also provides an estimation of queue length.

In order to calibrate Synchro traffic operstions analysis with field survey results,
adjustments to the lane utilization factor were made so that the Synchro model would
reflect the field-observed average and maximum queunes. This validated condition was
used to analyze the effect of additional vehicles due 1o background growth and traffic
associated with the Letterman Complex (an increase of about 480 vph for a total of 3,770
vchicles approaching the new intersection during the AM peak hour).

Additional traffic operatonal analysis of the two intersections assumes coordinated signal
timing. The current 90-second cycle length was maintained; however, the split was
modified to reflect the new northbound left turn into the Presidio ai the new eastern
intersection, reduced pedestrian crossing time resulting from a shorter perpendicular
crossing, the increase in southbound tratfic volumes, and the climination of through
traffic crossing Richardson Avenue. The green time for the southbound approach was
increased from 60 seconds to 635 seconds.

Results of the analysis indicate an average queue length of 480 feet and a maximum
queue length of 850 feet. The queues are illustrated on the attached figures and described

below.

Review of operations and appropriate warning devices

Figure 1 depicts the average and maximum quene at the current intersection for existing
traffic conditions. Figures 2 and 3 depict the average and maximum queue lengths at the
intersections proposed in the EIS/EIR for future traffic conditions (as described above).
Thesa figures also indicate the stopping sight distance required for a travel speed of 435
mph, or 360 feet (the speed limit is 45 mph on Doyle Drive upstream of the diverge, with
4D mph posted on the end of the curve vn Richardson Avenue).

Conclusions

Neither average nor maximuem queues (plus the required stopping sight distance) back up.
past the diverge between Doyle Drive and Richardson Avenue. Therefore the new signal
wonld not impact traffic on mainline Doyle Drive or traffic destined for Marina
Boulevard. Depending on the actual length of the queue, there would be between 265
and 645 fect from the end of the queue to the diverge.

Stopping sight distance is an issue since the queue will occasionally extend along the
ramp from Doyle Drive to Richardson Avenue. The ramp has three 10-foot lanes, no
shoulders, 1 9-inch offset to the face of the barrier, and a fairly high barrier which limits
sight distance. Therefore, we propose that a number of options be analyzed in the Project

Study Report to address the stopping sight distance concemns:

LETTERMAN cC OMP L E X



ENCLOSURE 5

Dick Tilles, Presidio Trust
May 2, 2000
Page 3

1.Qnly vse the northernmost intersection during the PM period when it is needed 1o
accommodate vehicles exiting the Letterman Complex. The proposed new
intersecting street functions strictly as a local Presidio read and would be easy 10
close when not required, or do not build the intersection at all and simply not allow
left-turns from the single southern intersection during the AM peak period when
southbound queues are an issue. Figures 4 and 5 depict average and maximum
queues at the single eastern intersection.

During the PM peak hour, queues would be much shorter and could allow for egress
from the Presidio. Closure of the western intersection would provide southbound
drivers additional stopping distance.

3. Post a reduced speed limit. The speed limit for southbound vehicles on the curve
connecting Doyle Drive to Richardson Avenue is currently 45 mph and js reduced
1o 40 mph at the end of the 750-foot radius curve on Richardson Avenue. The
speed limit on Doyle Drive east of the Doyle Drive/Richardson Avenue diverge
{appruaching Marina Boulevard) is posted as 35 mph with about 1,300 feet prior to
the signal at Marina Boulevard, Posting a similar speed limit of 35 mph or even 40
mph would encourage drivers to slow down as they approach Richardson Avenue,
Southbound vehicles traveling at 35 or 40 mph would require a shorter stopping
sight distance,

Post a “SIGNAL AHEAD" sign (Signs W41 and W41A in Caltrans Traffic
Manual). Other Caltrans signage plans indicate that this waming sign should be
placed at the divergence gore,

Post an “End of Freeway™ sign similar to those on I-280 approaching King Street
off-ramp: “End of Freeway ¥z mile” (Sign W69 in Calrrans Traffic Manual), “End
of Freeway % mile”, SPECTAL TURN/TURN ARROW AND ADVISORY
SPEED sign (Sign W4 in Caltrans Traffic Manual), angd *SIGNAL AHEAD” sign
with flashers,

4. Move the new intersection further south, ensuriag that the left-turn queve from
Richardson Avenue to the Letterman Complex is accommodated (assumes one

intersection plan),
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Enclosure 6

SF-101-6.71
File No. 8F101102
The NEPA Compliance Coordinator
Presidio Trust
34 Graham Street
P.0. Box 29052

San Francisco, Ca 94129-0052

Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Planning Guidelines for the Letterman
Complex; The Presidio Trust; City and County of San Francisce

Thank you for your letter dated May 11, 2000, sent in response to Caltrans’ comments on the
Letterman Complex FEIS transmitted to the Presidio Trust (“the Trust™) on April 5, 2000. Your
letter outlined our primary concerns regarding the safety and operational impacts of the
improvememts proposed for the U.S. t01/Richardson Avenue. With regard to the need to
maintain current capacity through the intersections, please note that this includes both
maintzining the current number of through lanes and the peak flows along Richardson Avenue.

Afler meeting with the Presidio Trust staff to discuss our concerns on Agril 13, and again on
May 2, 2000, it is evident to us that the Trust is committed to resolving these isaues. We are
optimistic that with continued cooperation between Caltrans and the Trust, we will be able to
work out a mutually agreeable solution to the difficull challenge of improving access to the
Letterman Complex while maintaining acceptable levels of operation on Richardson Avenue.

Thank you for the opportunity to work with you on this project. Should you require further
mformation or have any questions regarding this letter, please call Nandini N. Stridhar, AICP, of
my staff at (510) 622-1642.

Sincerely,

HARRY Y. YAHATA
District Director

Bvém,«a(fﬁaﬁnu%

JEAN C.R. FINNEY
Distriet Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA
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PRESIDIO TRUST

May 17, 2000

Mr. Drummeond Pike
Tides Foundation

P.O. Box 29903

San Francisco, CA 94129

Dear Mr. Pike:

Thank vou for your May 8§, 2000 letter. We appreciate your acknowledgement of the
effort that the Trust has made to respond both to your comments to the draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed 23-acre Letterman Complex and to public requests for
additional time to review the final EIS (FEIS).

The Trust understands and wishes to be responsive to your request that the Trust
demonstrate its commitment to the comprehensive planning process that was announced in the
1 etterman FEIS. The Trust believes this pubiic process will be the proper forum for addressing
the specific “commitments” that you reference in vour letter. At this point, even before the
planning process has begun, the Trust is not in a position to make the very specific substantive
promises that you seek related to modifications of specific policies or of the General Objectives.
What the Trust can do appropriately at this early stage 15 to offer for your information some of the
Trust’s early thoughts on both the substance and the process of the comprehensive planning effort
as an indication that the process will be both comprehensive and meaningful.

The Trust is fuily committed to additional comprehensive planning that witl encompass
Area B of the Presidio and that will be conducted pursuant to the procedural requirements of the
Nationai Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The GMPA will form the foundation of the Trust’s
update, which the Trust terms the Presidio Trust Implementation Plan (PTIP). This update to the
GMPA will take into account intervening events that have altered the GMPA’s site-specific
assumptions, changed circumstances and new opportuntities that have arisen since the 1994
GMPA was finalized, and new Trust mandates. The PTIP environmental impact staternent (EIS)
will look at a range of development alternatives for the Presidio, and the PTIP process will
address your call for the Trust to clearly articulate its comprehensive vision for the Presidio,

Your letter requests additional financial disclosure. As part of the PTIP process, the
Trust intends to update its Financial Management Program and intends for that process to include
public discussions regarding the Trust’s mandate to achieve "financial self-sufficiency”, to obtain
public input regarding altemative levels of development, and to evaluate the financial and
programmatic consequences of these alternatives. Please note that the financial reports
referenced in your letter, namely BAE 1998b, Concord Group 1998 and Mancini Mills 19984 and
1998b are all available in the library at the Presidio Trust’s office. The GAO 2000 report will be
a public document, however it is just getting underway.

T4 Grnl‘lam Slrcel, Posl O{fl(‘e .an 290";2, S:ln Frnnrisco. Cslifornia 94]?9-0“52
4]5/561—5500 Fax 561-5315 p:esidio@])rvsitjiotrust,sov
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Mr. Drummond Pike
May 17, 2000
Pape Z

As further assurance of the Trust’s commitment, the Trust intends generally to refrain
from entering into new commitments for leng-term projects pending the completion of PTIP.
The Trust will instead focus on interim leasing both as a revenue scurce and to minimize further
deterioration of historic buildings.

Through the PTIP process, the Trust serks to engage the public in 8 dialogue that will
help update the vision and plan for the Presidio in such a way as to be respongive to new
opporamities, changed circumstances and the changed mandates of the Trust. Toward that end,
we look forward to the opportunity to meet informally with representatives of your organization
to discuss these and other preliminary ideas prior to the formal initiation of the planning process.

Sincerely,

. G (]

A. Cook
General Counsel
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ATTACHMENT 3
ERRATA SHEET

Final Environmental | mpact Statement

Table 12, Water System Demand on Page 119— Change the water demand for Alternative 5 as follows:

ALTERNATIVE  BASELINE PRESIDIO PEAK PRESIDIO NET
TOTAL EST. LAMC/LAIR TOTAL WATER DEMAND MET BY CUMULATIVE
DAILY WATER NET DIRECT DEMAND WITH AVAILABLE PEAK PEAK
WATER DEMAND DEMAND IMPACT ALTERNATIVE LOBOS CREEKFLOW SHORTFALL
Alternative 5 84,574 88,798 -4;224 1685776 1,400,000 285776
72,223 16,575 1,673,425 273,425

First Sentence in Section 4.5.3.1, Impacts of Water Consumption on Baseline on Page 233 — Change “ 85,000”
gallons per day (gpd) to “72,000” gpd.

Second Sentence in Section 4.5.11.2, Water Supply on Page 242 — Change “ 286,000 gpd to “273,500” gpd.

Last Sentence of Mitigation Measure CR-1, Planning and Design Guidelines on Page 263 — Change the
wording “as closely as practicable” to “to the fullest reasonable extent” to conform to the language in the
L etterman Complex Programmatic Agreement in Appendix F of the FEIS.

Responses to Comments

Seventh Sentence of Third Full Paragraph of Master Response 7A, Consistency with Planning Guidelines on
Page 26 — Change the wording “ as closely as practicable” to “to the fullest reasonable extent” to conform to the
language in the L etterman Complex Programmatic Agreement in Appendix F of the FEIS.

Last Sentence of Response to Comment 36-22 on Page 245 — Change the wording “accommodate the employee
demand for 265 housing units’ to “allocate 265 housing units to employees.”

Throughout Text — Change references made to a project study report (PSR) to a project study report/project
report (PSR/PR).
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THE
PRESIDID TRUEST

Created by Congress in 1996, the Presidio Trust is charged with
preserving the Presidio’s natural, historic and scenic resources while
making the park financialy self-sufficient by 2013. Six Presidentia
appointees and the Secretary of the Interior or his designee sit on the
Board of Directors and oversee management of 80 percent of the

Presidio lands.
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